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ABSTRACT
This is a sustained detailed study of one central Pauline text -
Gal 2.15-21. The passage contains several key Pauline terms and
motifs which require interpretation, such as 'sinners', works of law
and Law, faith of/in Christ, justification/righteousness, dying to
law and living to God, co-crucifixion with Christ, several of which
have become issues of considerable dispute in recent years. In order
to prepare the ground for the main study on 2.15-21, Chapter 2 deals
with three preliminary issues: what is the relationship between the
Antioch episode and 2.15-21; what was the fundamental crisis at
Antioch that called for Paul's theological response; and what is the
more recent crisis in the Galatian churches, and how does this
passage relate to the problem of Gentile Christians.
Chapters 3-7 then deal with Paul's argumentation in 2.15-21.
Since the flow of argument and the inter-relationship between
individual phrases and sentences is complex and difficult to
determine, the study seeks to follow Paul's argument carefully, both
theologically and grammatically. The general pattern involving pi
yevovro in Paul's argumentation has turned out to be helpful in
determining the function of 2.18 and 2.19-20 in relation to his
rejection of the inference that 'Christ is a minister of sin' at
2.17c. Attempts are also made not only to understand what Paul is
arguing for, but also why he so argues, the real reason underlying
his basic conviction regarding and argumentation on behalf of 'the
truth of the gospel'. On this we find the Gentile factor plays a
crucial role both in Paul's mission and in his theological thinking.
Chapter 8 is the summary and conclusions.
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PREFACE
My interest in Paul's Letter to the Galatians goes back as far
back as ten years ago when I studied at China Graduate School of
Theology (Hong Kong) under Dr R.Y.K. Fung, who had then just
published his commentary on Galatians in Chinese (1982). After
teaching in theology and New Testament at Seminari Theoloji Malaysia
for five years, I was privilege to be selected for further studies as
part of the faculty training program and sponsored by the Methodist
Church in Malaysia (Chinese Annual Conference) together with the
British Methodist Church, Overseas Division (MCOD).
Born and living in a multi-racial society, I am deeply aware of
issue of ethnic identity and how sensitive and divisive it could be
not least for the Christian community. So when I first started on my
research in October 1989, I began to explore the relationship between
Jewish and Gentile Christians in the early Christian movement and how
different attitudes were developing along the way. At the same time I
became more and more convinced by E.P. Sanders' new perspective on
Palestinian Judaism, and excited by the new perspective on Paul,
associated not least with my supervisor Professor J.D.G. Dunn. The
subsequent monographs by Sanders (Paul, the Law, and the Jewish
People), H. Rdisdnen (Paul and the Law), F. Watson (Paul, Judaism and
the Gentiles) and J.M.G. Barclay (Obeying the Truth) have further
captured my attention and challenged me to look more carefully in
Galatians. But with the stream of studies on Pauline theology, not to
mention the outstanding commentaries on Galatians in the last twenty
years, with familiar names like Schlier, Mussner, Betz, Bruce,
Longenecker, it became clear that I had to focus on a reasonably
narrow topic or passage if I were to deal with it in sufficient
detail.
Then at the annual British NT Conference in Oxford September
1990, during an exciting exchange between Watson, Dunn and J.A.
Ziesler in the Paul Seminar (that session was specially devoted to a
review on Dunn's and Ziesler's commentaries on Romans), it became
clear to me that a study on Galatians 2.15-21 would prove fruitful as
a step towards a better understanding of Paul's thought. For the last
two and a half years I have therefore concentrated very much on just
these seven verses (!), trying to understand Paul's argumentation and
the theology there expressed. The result of the investigation is now
presented here in the thesis.
My thanks are due to many, only some of whom I can mention here.
I am indebted especially to Professor Dunn, who supervised this study
and whose work on the unity and diversity in the NT has widened my
horizon. It is a great priviledge that I can study with one who has
spent many years on Paul and is producing commentaries on his
letters. Several others in Durham have also stimulated my studies on
Paul, especially Professor C.E.B. Cranfield, Professor C.K. Barrett,
Dr A.J.M. Wedderburn; the friendship and encouragement of Dr R.W.L.
Moberly, Dr S.C. Barton, Rev Dr Lung-kWong Lo, Dr Nicholas Taylor, Dr
John K.M. Chow, Dr Bruce W. Longenecker, Mrs Ellen J. Christensen,
Rev Peter Carrol, Rev J.H. Kim and Rev Mateen Elaas are also
memorable. I wish to thank Mrs Margaret Parkinson, the secretary for
postgraduates, and also my two foreign language teachers, Frau
Wollfraud Coles and Mrs Judith James. The staff in the Palace Green
University Library are to be highly commended for their friendliness
and helpfulness: my special thanks go to Mrs Hilda Guy, Carol
Simmons, Alisoun Roberts, Hilary Smith, Mr George Armatage and Colin
Gorman.
Living in a foreign land and studying in a foreign language for
a few years has been quite a remarkable experience for me and my
family. As for our family, we must record our sincere thanks to many
individuals who have helped us financially in different ways, and
especially to Miss Susan Barr (MCOD), Bishop Emeritus C.N. Fang,
Bishop Denis C. Dutton (MCM), Rev Tiong-ling Koo (CAC), Rev David
Foo, Rev Hwa Yung (STM), Rev Ezra Loke (BSM), Rev Dr John Roxborogh
(now in New Zealand), Mr and Mrs John Ho, and members of Kuala Lumpur
Chinese (Cantonese) Methodist Church. I am also grateful to the
Tyndale House Council (Cambridge) for providing an additional grant
when we were in need for the last two years. Christian brothers and
sisters in Elvet Methodist Church and in Newcastle Chinese Christian
Church have also enriched our experience in a foreign land and made
our stay in Durham City a much more memorable experience. Last, but
not least, I must thank my loving wife Loy-chun for her patience,
care and sacrifice, and our energetic children Yin-shin and Wei-xin
for their 'cooperation' in all these years. I dedicate this thesis to
all my former teachers at The Alliance Bible Seminary (Hong Kong) and
China Graduate School of Theology and to all the pioneers of Seminari
Theoloji Malaysia.
vi
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VERSIFIED GREEK TEXT or GAL 2.15-21
Throughout this study Gal 2.15-21 will be cited as follows:
(2.15)	 IHACZS OZTEL 'IOUOMZOL Ka OLK	 &91161V apapTwAoi*
(2.16a) eladtes (Se] Ott, OL 61,KMLOZTML avopugos "kE gpTwv Azov
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
1.1. OLD PROBLEMS, NEW APPROACHES, NEW PERSPECTIVE
1.1.1. Some Old Problems and New Approaches:
Paul's letter to the Galatians is one of the earliest Christian
documents. This short letter with only six chapters, however,
provides much valuable information about Paul himself, his unique
conviction of a call by God to Gentile mission and subsequent mission
activities, his relationship with the Jerusalem Church, some of the
most important controversies among the first Christians in the
formative period and also his theological response to crises
occasioned by the expanding Gentile mission. Since F.C. Baur launched
his seminal essay 'Die Christuspartei in der korinthischen Gemeinde,
der Gegensatz des petrinischen und paulinischen Christentums in der
'&ltersten Kirche, der Apostel Petrus im Rom' in 1831, 1 historical
critical studies on Paul have become more aware of the complexity of
the questions relating to Paul's opponents in Galatia, the character
of early Jewish Christianity and the controversies between Paul and
other apostles. Some of these historical problems have remained
crucial for the NT scholarship ever since. 2
1 1n TZT 4 (1831), pp.61-206. See also his Paul, the Apostle of Jesus
Christ (ET; 2 vols; London/Edinburgh: Williams & Norgate, 1875-76),
1:105-45, 250-57.
2
The questions are surveyed by F.F. Bruce in a series of lectures
entitled 'Galatian Problems 1-5' published in BJRL: 'Autobiographical
Data', 51 (1969), pp.292-309; 'North or South Galatians?' 52 (1970),
pp.243-66; 'The "Other" Gospel?' 53 (1971), pp.253-71; 'The Date of
the Epistle', 54 (1972), pp.250-67; 'Galatians and Christian
Origins', 55 (1973), pp.264-84. Most of the discussions are
reproduced in his commentary, The Epistle of Paul to the Galatians
(NIGTC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982), pp.1-56. L.E. Keck, Paul and
His Letters (2nd edition; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1988), p.128
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In the last twenty years, particular studies have concentrated
on the identity and theology of Paul's 'opponents' in the Galatian
churches, 3 while others have focused on the historical references in
the first two chapters in new reconstructions of Pauline chronology.
4
The question of when the letter was written and to what destination
remains unresolved, though scholarly opinion seems to tend towards
the North Galatia or territory hypothesis rather than the South
Galatia or province hypothesis.
5
 According to the territory
hypothesis, Paul's letter to the Galatians is written to the 'foolish
Celts' (3.1), the inhabitants of the more rural (northern) Galatia
identifies F.C. Baur as the first and most important turning point in
the historical-critical study of Paul.
3
E.g. J. Eckert, Die urchristliche Verkandigung im Streit zwischen
Paulus und semen Gegnern nach dem Galaterbrief (BU 6; Regensburg:
Friedrich Pustet, 1971); R. Jewett, 'The Agitators and the Galatian
Congregation', NTS 17 (1970-71), pp.198-212; G. Howard, Paul: Crisis
in Galatia (SNTSMS 35; Cambridge: CUP, 1979; new preface in 2nd
edition, 1990), pp.1-19; B.H. Brinsmead, Galatians - Dialogical
Response to Opponents (SBLDS 65; Chico: Scholars, 1982); J.L. Martyn,
'A Law-Observant Mission to Gentiles: The Background of Galatians',
[1983] SJT 38 (1985), pp.307-24; cf. E.E. Ellis, 'Paul and His
Opponents: Trends in Research', in Christianity, Judaism and Other
Greco-Roman Cults: FS M. Smith (edited by J. Neusner; 4 vols; Leiden:
EJ Brill, 1975), 1:264-98; G. LUdemann, Opposition to Paul in Jewish
Christianity (ET; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1989). See also §2.3. below.
4
See e.g. J. Knox, Chapters in a Life of Paul (1950; revised edition;
London: SCM, 1989); A. Suhl, Paulus und seine Briefe (StNT 11;
GUtersloh: Gttersloher, 1975); R. Jewett, Dating Paul's Life (London:
SCM, 1979); G. LUdemann, Paul, Apostle to the Gentiles (ET; London:
SCM, 1984); N. Hyldahl, Die paulinische Chronologie (ATDan 19;
Leiden: EJ Brill, 1986); P.J. Achtemeier, The Quest for Unity in the
New Testament Church (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1987). The historical
trustworthiness of evidence in Acts and the relationship between
2.1-10 and Acts 15 are crucial factors in one's reconstruction (cf.
W.W. Gasque, A History of the Criticism of the Acts of the Apostles
[1975; Peabody: Hendrickson, 1989]; C.J. Hemer, The Book of Acts in
the Setting of Hellenistic History [WUNT 49; Tubingen: JCB Mohr,
1989]).
5See W.G. KUmmel, Introduction to the New Testament (ET; revised
edition; London: SCM, 1975), pp.296-98; H. Conzelmann and A.
Lindemann, Interpreting the New Testament (ET; Peabody: Hendrickson,
1988), pp.170-72; cf. D.A. Carson, D.J. Moo and L. Morris, An
Introduction to the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1992),
pp.290-94. The South Galatia thesis was championed by W.M. Ramsey,
and recently Bruce, Gal, pp.3-18; R.Y.K. Fung, The Epistle to the
Galatians (NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1988), pp.9-28; R.N.
Longenecker, Galatians (WBC 41; Dallas: Word, 1990), PP.1xxii-
lxxxviii.
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rather than the more densely populated urban area mentioned in Acts
13-14. What is clear is that the recipients are Gentile Christians
(4.8; 5.2-3; 6.12-13).
In recent years we have seen some exciting investigations into
the early Christian movement and the Pauline churches in particular
by means of the sociological approach. 6 In a review of Pauline
studies in recent years, V. Furnish observes that: 'Old questions
about the environment of the early church are not just being revived
but substantially redefined and refocused in an effort to probe more
accurately the internal structure of early Christian groups and their
position within and relationship to society at large'. 7 For example,
what is the nature of the early Christian movement and how did it
begin to separate from Judaism and the Jewish community? 8
 How was
(ecclesiastical) power or authority understood in the early Church,
and how did its exercise affect Paul's relationships with the other
church leaders and local Christian community authorities? 9 The
sociological approach is applied particularly by Holmberg, J.D.G.
Dunn and N. Taylor to shed new light on the old problem of Paul's
(changing) relationship with the Jerusalem Church and the 'Pillars'
according to Galatians 1-2. 10
6
See W.A. Meeks, The First Urban Christians (New Haven: Yale UP,
1983); A.J. Malherbe, Social Aspects of Early Christianity (2nd
edition; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1983); J.E. Stambaugh and D.L.
Balch, The New Testament in Its Social Environment (LEC 2;
Philadelphia: Westminster, 1986). Note also an earlier study by E.A.
Judge, The Social Pattern of the Christian Groups in the First
Century (London: Tyndale, 1960).
7
V. Furnish, 'Pauline Studies', in NTMI, pp.321-50, here p.330; cf.
B. Malina, 'The Social Sciences and Biblical Interpretation', Int 37
(1982), pp.229-42. See now the helful critical survey by B. Holmberg,
Sociology and the New Testament (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1990) and
S.C. Barton, 'The Communal Dimension of Earliest Christianity: A
Critical Survey of the Field', JTS 43 (1992), pp.399-427.
8
Cf. R. Scroggs, 'The Earliest Christian Communities as Sectarian
Movement', in Christianity, Judaism and Other Greco-Roman Cults,
2:1-23; J. Gager, Kingdom and Community (Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice-Hall, 1975); F. Watson, Paul, Judaism and the Gentiles
(SNTSMS 56; Cambridge: CUP, 1986).
9See e.g. J.H. Schtitz, Paul and the Anatomy of Apostolic Authority
(SNTSMS 26; Cambridge: CUP, 1975); B. Holmberg, Paul and Power (1978;
Philadelphia: Fortress, 1980).
10
See J.D.G. Dunn, 'The Relationship between Paul and Jerusalem
according to Galatians 1 and 2', [1982] in JPL, pp.108-28; N. Taylor,
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classified into three types
the hearer: (1) judicial or
deliberative WuggouAstmuctiv,
demonstrative (ERLSELKTLKOV,
Meanwhile, another important new approach to the study of
Galatians via rhetorical analysis is championed by H.D. Betz.11
According to ancient rhetorical theorists, 12 most following Aristotle
(Airs rhetorica 1.3.3), oratory is
according to the intended effect on
forensic (Oucavudw, iudiciale); (2)
deliberativum); and (3) epideictic or
demonstrativum). 13
Paul, Antioch and Jerusalem (JSNTS 66; Sheffield: JSOT, 1992).
pp. 75-139.
11H.D. Betz, Galatians (Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1979); cf.
'The Literary Composition and Function of Paul's Letter to the
Galatians', NTS 21 (1975), pp.353-79. See also the 'pioneer' essay by
J. Muilenburg, 'Form Criticism and Beyond', JBL 88 (1969), pp.1-18.
On the commentary, see the reviews by W.A. Meeks, in JEL 100 (1981),
pp.304-307; and by W.D. Davies, P.W. Meier and D.E. Aune, in RelSRev
7 (1981), pp.316-28, esp. by Aune, pp.323-28.
121For a comprehensive survey of the history of classical rhetoric, see
esp. G.A. Kennedy: The Art of Persuasion in Greece (Princeton:
Princeton UP, 1963); The Art of Rhetoric in the Roman World 300 BC -
AD 300 (Princeton: Princeton UP, 1972). Two other modern studies of
Greco-Roman rhetoric are also worth noting: H. Lausberg, Handbuch der
literarischen Rhetorik (2 vols; Munich: Max Hueber, 1960) and J.
Martin, Antike Rhetorik: Technik und Plethode (Handbuch der
Altertumswissenschaft 11/3; Munich: C.H. Beck, 1974). For a modern
elaboration of rhetorical theory, see C. Perelman and L.
Olbrechts-Tyteca, The New Rhetoric (ET; Notre Dame: University of
Notre Dame, 1969). Of particular relevance to NT studies are G.A.
Kennedy, New Testament Interpretation Through Rhetorical Criticism
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1984), pp.3-38;
B.L. Mack, Rhetoric and the New Testament (Minneapolis: Fortress,
1990), pp.25-48.
13
Cicero, De inventione 1.5.7; Topica 23.91; Quintilian, Institutio
oratoria 2.21.23, 3.3-4; [Pseudo-Cicero], Rhetorica ad Herennium
1.2.2. Generally speaking, judicial rhetoric is rhetoric of the law
courts; it is addressed to the jury or judge with the goal of
defending or accusing someone regarding past actions. Deliberative
rhetoric is rhetoric of politics; it is addressed to the public
assembly in order to persuade or dissuade the public regarding future
actions. Epideictic rhetoric is rhetoric of ceremony; it is addressed
to spectators in order to affirm communal values by praise or blame
in the present. One can also broadly consider the major aims of
different rhetoric in three questions: Is it just and lawful? Is it
expedient and advantageous? Is it praiseworthy and honourable? For
discussion, see Kennedy, Interpretation, pp.19-20; Mack, Rhetoric,
p.34; D.E. Aune, The New Testament in its Literary Environment (LEC
8; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1987), p.198; F.W. Hughes, Early
Christian Rhetoric and 2 Thessalonians (JSNTS 30; Sheffield: JSOT,
1989), pp.30-32; G. Lyons, Pauline Autobiography (SBLDS 73; Atlanta:
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According to Betz, Paul's letter to the Galatians belongs to the
apologetic or forensic genre, but includes other epistolary and
rhetorical features. 14 Thus one can imagine the situation of a law
court in the reading of the letter: Paul becomes the defendant, the
Galatians the jury, and the intruders or 'opponents' the accusers
(p.24). It is argued that the primary object of Paul's defence is his
gospel, 'the gospel of uncircumcision' (p.28). Betz also suggests
that the letter contains features of a 'magical letter' because it
carries a conditional curse at 1.8-9 and a conditional blessing at
6.16 depending on the reaction of the readers (pp.25, 32-33).
According to Betz, the letter frame consisting of 1.1-5 and
6.11-18 is quite distinguishable from the defense speech 1.6-6.10,
and so Galatians is analysed into seven parts as follows:
15
1.1-5	 Epistolary Prescript
1.6-11	 =	 Exordium 'introduction'
1.11-2.14 =	 Narratio 'statement of facts'
2.15-21	 =	 Propositio 'proposition'
3.1-4.31 =	 Probatio 'proofs'
5.1-6.10 =	 Exhortatio 'exhortation'
6.11-18	 =	 Epistolary Postscript/Peroratio 'conclusion'.
On 2.15-21 as the propositio, Betz explains:
The function of the propositio is two-fold: it sums up the legal
content of the narratio by this outline of the case and provides
an easy transition to the probatio. Gal 2.15-21 conforms to the
form, function, and requirements of the propositio. Placed at
the end of the last episode of the narratio (2.11-14), it sums
up the narratio's material content. But it is not part of the
narratio (p.114).
Thus in Betz's opinion, the old controversy whether or not
2.15-21 must be regarded as part of Paul's speech at Antioch could
Scholars, 1985), pp.25-26.
14:
Betz, Gal, p.14; he points to Plato's pseudo-autobiography of
Socrates (Epistle 7), Isocrates' Antidosis, Demosthenes' De corona,
Cicero's Brutus and Libanius' Oratio as examples (p.15).
15See Betz, Gal, pp.16-23. Betz is followed quite closely by
Brinsmead, Gal, pp.37-87; LUdemann, Paul, pp.46-57; J.A. Fitzmyer,
'The Letter to the Galatians', NJBC 47:10; J. Ziesler, The Epistle to
the Galatians (London: Epworth, 1992), pp.xv-xvi; defended partly by
H. HUbner, 'Der Galaterbrief und das Verhâltnis von antiker Rhetorik
und Epistolographie', TLZ 109 (1984), pp.241-50; 'Galaterbrief', TRE
12 (1984), pp.5-14, here pp.5-6. Independent of Betz, Howard, Paul,
pp.48-49 comes to a similar analysis of the letter.
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also be settled according to the formal function of the propositio
within the defense speech. 16 But it does appear that Betz's confidence
in his 'apologetic letter genre' is based very much on the
'autobiographical' section in Galatians 1-2. 17 Another factor that
possibly contributes to his reading of Galatians as a polemical
letter is his recognition and conception of anti-Pauline opposition
in the early church (cf. the Kerygmata Petrou and 2 Cor 6.14-7.1),
and particularly the existence of 'opponents' in the Galatian
churches. 18
While Betz's application of rhetorical criticism has been widely
welcomed, his analysis has been seriously questioned. Kennedy, R.G.
Hall and J. Smit argue that Galatians is to be read as a deliberative
letter; 19 J.D. Hester now thinks it is epideictic.
20
 And recently even
Betz himself has qualified his analysis by saying that 'the rhetoric
of the letter is, on the whole, of the judicial type (genus
iudiciale), but the element of dissuasion is also present (genus
deliberativum). The two genres co-relate here as they do in other
texts' 
21
On the other hand, Longenecker and G.W. Hansen argue that
rhetorical analysis should take into consideration seriously the
epistolary tradition. 22 They insist that the letter should first be
16Cf. Betz, Gal, p.113 n6 and p.114 n14.
On authority in ancient biography, Betz, Gal, p.14 cites A.
Momigliano, The Development of Greek Biography (Cambridge: Harvard
UP, 1971). See Aune, 'Review', p.324.
18Cf. Betz, Gal, pp.5-9; also pp.329-33, cf. '2 Cor 6.14-7.1: An Anti-
Pauline Fragment?' JBL 92 (1973), pp.88-108.
19
Kennedy, Interpretation, pp.144-52; R.G. Hall, 'The Rhetorical
Outline for Galatians: A Reconsideration', JBL 106 (1987), pp.277-87:
J. Smit, 'The Letter of Paul to the Galatians: A Deliberative
Speech', NTS 35 (1989), pp.1-26.
20J.D. Hester, 'Placing the Blame: the Presence of Epideictic in
Galatians 1 and 2', in Persuasive Artistry: Studies in New Testament
Rhetoric in Honor of G.A. Kennedy (edited by D.F. Watson; JSNTS 50;
Sheffield: JSOT, 1991), pp.281-307; cf. 'The Rhetorical Structure of
Galatians 1.11-2.14', JBL 103 (1984), pp.223-33; 'The Use and
Influence of Rhetoric in Galatians 2.1-14', TZ 42 (1986), pp.386-408.
21H.D. Betz, 'Galatians', ABD 2:872-75, here p.873.
22
Longenecker, Gal, pp.c-cxix; G.W. Hansen, Abraham in Galatians
(JSNTS 29; Sheffield: JSOT, 1989); cf. N.A. Dahl, 'Paul's Letter to
the Galatians: Epistolary Genre, Content, and Structure' (unpublished
17
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analysed as a letter rather than a speech, especially when 1.1-5 and
6.11-18 are clearly epistolary rather than oratorical. 23 They believe
that the rebuke formula of 1.6 (i5aullaCw cm.) and the request formula
g	 ) I	 u
of 4.12 04- ye71ft s e7w, OTL lar;) Ls iweis, CrAeXidoi, thwat. Law) are
indications that Galatians is very possibly a 'rebuke-request'
letter. 24 It is argued that within this basic epistolary structure
Paul employs various rhetorical devices in the argumentation,
including both forensic and deliberative rhetoric and Jewish
rhetorical conventions. 25 And so they maintain that Betz's rhetorical
analysis has to be modified according to this epistolary
observation : 26
1.1-5	 = Salutation
1.6-4.11 = Rebuke Section (Forensic rhetoric prominent)
Exordium (1.6-10)
Narratio (1.11-2.14)
Propositio (2.15-21)
Probatio (3.1-4.11)
4.12-6.10 = Request Section (Deliberative rhetoric prominent)
Exhortatio, part 1 (4.12-5.12)
Exhortatio, part 2 (5.13-6.10)
6.11-18	 = Subscription.
It is evident that the epistolary rhetorical analysis of
Galatians needs further investigation. 27 More to the present point, it
is also clear that, if one is to study 2.15-21, one must determine
how Paul's argumentation at 2.15-21 functions rhetorically within the
letter, and, in particularly, how 2.15-21 is related to the preceding
passage of 2.11-14 on the Antioch Incident. For this reason, in order
to prepare the scene for our detailed study on 2.15-21, a brief
paper for the SBL Paul Seminar, 1973).
23
Hansen, Abraham, pp.26-27: 'The classification of Galatians as an
"apologetic letter" is more a reference to the rhetorical genre of
Galatians than to its epistolary genre.. .neither Betz nor Brinsmead
has given sufficient attention to an epistolary analysis of
Galatians' (cf. pp.21-30, 55-60); Longenecker, Gal, pp.cv-cviii.
24
Hansen, Abraham, pp.30-54; Longenecker, Gal, pp.cv-cix.
25
Longenecker, Gal, pp.cix-cxiv, cxix; Hansen, Abraham, pp.60-79. Cf.
Aune's suggestion on the mixture of various rhetorical techniques and
styles ('Review', p.326).
26
See Longenecker, Gal, pp.vii-viii; cf. Hansen, Abraham, pp.53-54,
67-70.
27We look forward to the forthcoming Sheffield thesis by P. Kern.
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epistolary-rhetorical analysis of the letter is included (§2.1).
1.1.2. New Perspective on Judaism:
Though sociological approaches and rhetorical criticism have
enlivened some of the old problems in the study of Paul and
Galatians, the most important debate in recent years has focused on
i.e.the theological content of the letter, 28 I what is 'the truth of
the gospel' (2.5; 2.14), what is at stake between Paul and 'the
agitators' in Galatia, what is Paul's attitude to the Law and
Judaism, what does Paul mean by 'died to the Law' (2.19a), what are
'works of the Law' (cpym vogou) and why are they rejected by Paul
(2.16). 29
 The discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls and the terror of the
Holocaust during World War II have made Christian scholars generally
more aware of Judaism and the shameful legacy of anti-semitism in the
Church, and forced them to struggle to understand better the
relationship between Judaism and Christianity especially in their
formative period. 30
There is a long tradition of interpretation, associated with
Luther and the Reformation, in reading Paul's theology of salvation
by grace and faith alone (sola gratia, sola fide) as against human
Obeying the Truth (SNTW; Edinburgh: T & T Clark,
Beker, Paul the Apostle (Edinburgh: T & T Clark,
; Ziesler, Gal, pp.105-10. Contrast Betz, Gal,
antiquity understood it, has little in common
it is the exercise of those skills which make
interested in
establishing the truth itself'.
29
See also the three main essays on the theology of Galatians in PT1:
J.D.G. Dunn, 'The Theology of Galatians: The Issue of Covenantal
Nomism' (pp.125-46; expanded in JPL, pp.242-64); B.R. Gaventa, 'The
Singularity of the Gospel: A Reading of Galatians' (pp.147-59); J.L.
Martyn, 'Events in Galatia: Modified Covenantal Nomism versus God's
Invasion of the Cosmos in the Singular Gospel: A Response to J.D.G.
Dunn and B.R. Gaventa' (pp.160-79).
30
See e.g. the three volumes on Jewish and Christian Self-Definition
(edited by E.P. Sanders et al; London: SCM, 1980-82); 'To See
Ourselves as Others See Us' (edited by J. Neusner and E.S. Frerichs;
California: Scholars, 1985); The Social World of Formative
Christianity and Judaism: FS H.C. Kee (edited by J. Neusner et al;
Philadelphia: Fortress, 1988). The revision of E. SchUrer's The
History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ (175 B.C. -
A.D. 135) by G. Vermes, M. Black, F. Millar, M. Goodman and P. Vermes
(4 vols; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1973-87) has also contributed to
better understanding.
So J.M.G. Barclay,
1988), p.3; cf. J.C.
1980), esp. pp.23-58
p.24: 'Rhetoric, as
with the truth, but
people believe something to be true....it is not
28
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dependence on works to earn salvation. At times, this line of
interpretation associates Paul's attack on 'works of the Law' with an
attack on self-righteous and self-sufficient attitudes on an
individualistic level. In recent years, many scholars have protested
against this line of interpretation: e.g. W.D. Davies, M. Barth, N.A.
Dahl, K. Stendahl. 31
 The strongest challenge was launched when E.P.
Sanders published his ground-breaking work, Paul and Palestinian
Judaism, in 1977. 32
In the book Sanders criticizes some Christian scholars for
having a distorted view of Judaism, as if Palestinian Judaism is a
kind of legalistic religion. 33
 According to Sanders, the basic thought
or 'common denominator' 34
 between different forms of Judaism is
'covenantal nomism', which is defined as: 'the view that one's place
in God's plan is established on the basis of the covenant and that
the covenant requires as the proper response of man his obedience to
its commandments, while providing means of atonement for
transgression'; 'The conception [of the covenant] is that God acts,
that Israel accepts the action as being for them, that God gives
commandments, that Israel agrees to obey the commandments, and that
continuing to accept the commandments demonstrates that one is "in",
while refusing to obey indicates that one is "out" 35 Sanders goes on
31
W.D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism (3rd edition; London: SPCK,
1970; 4th edition 1980 with new preface); M. Barth, 'Jews and
Gentiles: The Social Character of Justification in Paul', JES 5
(1968), pp.241-67; 'Justification. From Text to Sermon on Galatians
2.11-21', Int 22 (1968), pp.147-57; N.A. Dahl, Studies in Paul
(Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1977), esp. pp.95-120 ('The Doctrine of
Justification: Its Social Function and Implications'); K. Stendahl,
Paul Among Jews and Gentiles and Other Essays (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1976), including the ground-breaking essay 'The Apostle
Paul and the Introspective Conscience of the West' [1963], pp.78-96.
32 (London: SCM, 1977). The book was preceded by 'Patterns of Religion
in Paul and Rabbinic Judaism: A Holistic Method of Comparison', HTR
66 (1973), pp.455-78; 'The Covenant as a Soteriological Category and
the Nature of Salvation in Palestinian and Hellenistic Judaism', in
Jews, Greeks and Christians: Religious Cultures in Late Antiquity:
Essays in Honor of W.D. Davies (edited by R.G. Hamerton-Kelly and R.
Scroggs; Leiden: EJ Brill, 1976), pp.11-44.
33
Sanders, PPJ, pp.33-59; cf. G.F. Moore, 'Christian Writers on
Judaism', HTR 14 (1921), pp.197-254.
34E.P. Sanders, Jesus and Judaism (London: SCM, 1985), p.336.
35
Sanders, PPJ, pp.75, 237.
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to describe the pattern or structure of covenantal nomism as: 36
(1) God has chosen Israel and (2) given the law. The law implies
both (3) God's promise to maintain the election and (4) the
requirement to obey. (5) God rewards obedience and punishes
transgression. (6) The law provides for means of atonement, and
atonement results in (7) maintenance or re-establishment of the
covenantal relationship. (8) All those who are maintained in the
covenant by obedience, atonement and God's mercy belong to the
group which will be saved.
According to Sanders, obedience to the Law is conceived as
important for remaining in the covenant community; the Jews of the
day do not see the keeping of the law as the means to merit
salvation. With this new perspective on Judaism, Sanders insists that
Paul's polemic against 'works of the law' was not a rebuttal of
self-righteousness, but about the position of Gentiles within the
Christian churches. 37
Though J. Neusner might be critical of Sanders' methodology and
use of rabbinic material, he does not dispute Sanders' understanding
of Judaism in terms of 'covenantal nomism'. 38 In a recent article
Neusner has also summarized the nature of Jewish piety in the first
century with the expression 'covenantal nomism': 39
To state matters simply, the life of Israel in the first century
found structure and meaning in the covenant between God and
Israel as contained in the Torah revealed by God to Moses at
Mount Sinai. The piety of Israel, defined by the Torah, in
concrete ways served to carry out the requirements of the
36
Sanders, PPJ, p.422; see also p.544; modifications in 'Jesus, Paul
and Judaism', in ANRW 11.25.1 (1982), pp.390-450, here pp.394-95.
37
5o Sanders in a subsequent study, PUP (1983), sums up the essential
issue in Galatians: 'The subject of Galatians is not whether or not
humans, abstractly conceived, can by good deeds earn enough merit to
be declared righteous at the judgment; it is the condition on which
Gentiles enter the people of God' (p.18).
38
J. Neusner, 'Comparing Judaisms', History of Religions 18 (1978-79),
pp.177-91. See also Sanders' reply in 'Puzzling out Rabbinic
Judaism', in Approaches to Ancient Judaism II (edited by W.S. Green;
BJS 9; Chico: Scholars, 1980), pp.65-79, and their continuing
exchanges: Sanders, Jewish Law From Jesus to the Mishnah (London:
SCM, 1990), pp.309-331; Neusner, 'Mr Sanders' Pharisees and Mine: A
Response to E.P. Sanders, Jewish Law From Jesus to the Mishnah', SJT
44 (1991), pp.73-95.
39J. Neusner, '"Covenantal Nomism". The Piety of Judaism in the First
Century,' in Major Trends in Formative Judaism, 3rd series, The Three
Stages in the Formation of Judaism (BJS 99; Chico: Scholars, 1985),
pp.9-34, here pp.31-32.
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covenant. This holy life under the Torah has been properly
called 'covenantal nomism,' a phrase introduced by E.P. Sanders
to state in two words the complete and encompassing holy way of
life and world view of Israel in its land in the first century
(and not then alone).
This important work by Sanders, PPJ, is hailed by Dunn as
'breaking the mould' for contemporary Pauline studies and as
providing 'the New Perspective on Paul' in his 1982 Manson Memorial
Lecture (focused on Gal 2.16). 40 Similarly, in a review of recent
Pauline scholarship, N.T. Wright observes that 'it is no exaggeration
to say that the entire flavour of Pauline studies has been changed,
quite probably permanently, as a result' •41 And B.W. Longenecker goes
one step further by saying that 'It is not too much to say that NT
scholarship is currently working in a "post-Sanders" environment'. 42
We are fully convinced that the study of Pauline theology should take
account of the paradigm shift in the new perspective on Judaism. 43
401Dunn, 'The New Perspective on Paul', [1983] in JPL, pp.183-214;
quote from p.184. See also his elaboration in Romans (WBC 38; 2 vols;
Dallas: Word, 1988), 1:1xiii-lxxii, and his forthcoming commentary on
Galatians (BNTC; London: A & C Black, 1993).
411N.T. Wright, 'History and Theology', in The Interpretation of the
New Testament 1861-1986, by S. Neill and N.T. Wright (2nd edition;
Oxford: OUP, 1988), pp.360-449, here p.424; cf. 'The Paul of History
and the Apostle of Faith', TynBul 29 (1978), pp.61-88; The Messiah
and the People of God (DPhil dissertation; Oxford, 1980). See now The
Climax of the Covenant (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1991); 'Romans and
the Theology of Paul', SBLSP (1992), pp.184-213.
42.S.W. Longenecker, Eschatology and the Covenant (JSNTS 57; Sheffield:
JSOT, 1991), p.14. This work to a large exte6)fills in a gap which
is not fully discussed by Sanders, cf. pp.17-18, 21-22, 40-157 on 4
Ezra. Longenecker prefers to talk of 'ethnocentric covenantalisml
(P.34).
43See also Watson, Paul, pp.1-22; Barclay, Obeying, pp.3-6; Ziesler,
Gal, pp.xii, xv; Pauline Christianity (Revised edition; Oxford: OUP,
1990), p.104; D.B. Garlington, 'The Obedience of Faith' (WUNT 11.38;
TUbingen: JCB Mohr, 1991), pp.4-6; cf. C. Rowland, Christian Origins
(London: SPCK, 1985), pp.25-28. Though there are still some who
demur, cf. S. Westerholm, Israel's Law and the Church's Faith (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1988); F. Thielman, From Plight to Solution
(NovTSup 61; Leiden: EJ Brill, 1989); Carson, Moo and Morris,
Introduction, pp.252-53, 298-300; M.A. Seifrid, Justification by
Faith (NovTSuP 68; Leiden: EJ Brill, 1992).
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1.2. NEW PERSPECTIVE (S) ON PAUL
In the light of this new perspective on Judaism, how are we
going to understand Paul's theology, especially the thorniest issue
of the role of the Law in his thought? 1 What does Paul mean by 'works
of the Law' (2.16), and why does he reject them? Why does Paul
perceive Christ and the Law in dichotomous relationship (2.21b)? Or
in Rom 10.4, what does Paul mean by 'Christ is the end of the Law' -
reAos as fulfilment, goal or termination? 2
 And above all, how to
account for Paul's seemingly contradictory comments on the Law, where
some are positive, others more negative?
These questions have puzzled generations of Pauline scholars.
Some suggest that Paul's thought might have developed from Galatians
to Romans, and especially from a more negative critique of the Law to
a more moderate positive understanding of the Law in Romans. 3 Beker
argues that different situations had called for Paul's different
formulations, and thus one should distinguish between 'contingency'
and 'coherence' in Paul's thought. 4 But why does Paul criticize the
Torah? Among some scholars, it is commonly argued that Paul's
critique of the Law begins with the 'plight' of humankind - some draw
For overviews of recent scholarship on Paul and the Law, see J.M.G.
Barclay, 'Paul and the Law: Observations on Some Recent Debates',
Themelios 12 (1986), pp.5-15; D.J. Moo, 'Paul and the Law in the Last
Ten Years', SJT 40 (1987), pp.287-307; D. Zeller, 'Zur neueren
Diskussion Uber das Gesetz bei Paulus', TP 62 (1987), pp.497-99; F.F.
Bruce, 'Paul and the Law in Recent Research', in Law and Religion
(edited by B. Lindars; Cambridge: James Clarke, 1988), pp.115-25;
B.L. Martin, Christ and the Law in Paul (NovTSup 62; Leiden: EJ
Brill, 1989), pp.21-68.
2See the various views in J. Ziesler, Paul's Letter to the Romans
(TPINTC; London: SCM, 1989), pp.257-58; cf. C.T. Rhyne, Faith
Establishes the Law (SBLDS 55; Chico: Scholars, 1981); R. Badenas,
Christ the End of the Law (JSNTS 10; Sheffield: JSOT, 1985).
3
See e.g. J.W. Drane, Paul: Libertine or Legalist? (London: SPCK,
1975); H. HUbner, Law in Paul's Thought (ET; Edinburgh: T & T Clark,
1984); U. Wilckens, 'Zur Entwicklung des paulinischen Gesetzes-
verstandnisses', NTS 28 (1982), pp.154-90; a brief version as
'Statements on the Development of Paul's View of the Law', in P & P,
pp.17-26; R. Jewett, 'The Law and the Coexistence of Jews and
Gentiles in Romans', Int 39 (1985), pp.341-56.
4
Beker, Paul, pp.23-36, 94-108; cf. 'Paul's Theology: Consistent or
Inconsistent?', NTS 34 (1988), pp.364-77; 'Paul the Theologian: Major
Motifs in Pauline Theology', Int 43 (1989), pp.352-65.
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attention to the weakness of the human flesh in failing to keep the
Law perfectly (the quantitative view), others focus on the human
attempt to keep the Law that contributes to boasting and in
opposition to God's grace (the qualitative view) . 5 According to this
reading of Paul's theology, the logic of Paul's argument is basically
'from plight to solution' - an anthropological approach. The basic
thrust of the argument is that humankind were under the bondage and
the curse of the Law; God in answer to this human 'plight' supplies
the 'solution' in the gift of grace in Christ.
In the current discussion on Pauline theology, especially in the
light of the new perspective on Judaism, some previous solutions are
tested again and some new readings are emerging. In the past ten
years, certain works have been particularly challenging, and we have
in mind especially the works of Sanders, It&isamen, Dunn, and Watson.
In each case it is notable how central has been Galatians to the
issues discussed and the arguments mounted.
1.2.1. E.P. Sanders:
Sanders is highly critical of the line of argument which based
upon the dysfunctionalism of the law.
6
 According to Sanders'
assessment of Paul's thought, the real reason for Paul's rejection of
the Law is Christological, and in his popular phraseology, Paul's
logic proceeds 'from solution to plight'. 7 Sanders claims that:8
Paul's 'pattern of religion' cannot be described as 'covenantal
nomism', and therefore Paul presents an essentially different
type of religiousness from any found in Palestinian Jewish
literature... Paul in fact explicitly denies that the Jewish
covenant can be effective for salvation, thus consciously
denying the basis of Judaism...In short, this is what Paul finds
wrong in Judaism: it is not Christianity.
Thus Sanders argues, Paul finds fault in the law, primarily not
because of the unfulfillability of the Law or the weakness of the
5See §3.3.2. on 'works of the law' for further discussion.
6See Sanders, PUP, pp.20-25, 27-29.
7Sanders, PPJ, pp.442-47; PUP, pp.35-36, 125, 150-51; Paul (Past
Masters; Oxford: OUP, 1991), p.41.
Sanders, PPJ, pp.543, 551, 552 (italics removed); 'The only thing
that is wrong with the old righteousness seems to be that it is not
the new one' (PUP, p.140; cf. p.44).
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human flesh, but rather in the solution Paul finds in Christ, his
exclusivistic soteriology. In Sanders' opinion, Gal 2.21b (and 3.21)
in fact provide the key (the real reason) for Paul's teaching about
righteousness and the law: 'If righteousness could come through the
law, Christ died in vain.. .If his death was necessary for man's
salvation, it follows that salvation cannot come in any other way and
consequently that all were, prior to the death and resurrection, in
need of a saviour'. 9 Sanders therefore describes the logic of Paul's
thought as follows:
10
the whole thrust of the argument is that righteousness was never
in God's plan, intended to be by the law. This helps us see that
the problem with the law is not that it cannot be fulfilled.
Paul has a view of God's intention which excludes righteousness
by the law; his position is dogmatic [italics mine]. It lies
ready at hand to conclude that his revised view of the law in
God's plan springs from his conviction that salvation is through
the death of Christ (2.21). In the midst of a sometimes
bewildering series of arguments, quotations, and appeals, there
seem to be two sentences in Galatians in which Paul states
unambiguously not only what his position is (which is never in
doubt), but why he holds it.... Put in propositional terms, they
say this: God sent Christ; he did so in order to offer
righteousness; this would have been pointless if righteousness
were already available by the law (2.21); the law was not given
to bring righteousness (3.21). That the positive statement about
righteousness through Christ grounds the negative one about the
law seems to me self-evident.
Important to Sanders's reading of Paul's argumentation is the
(subtle) distinction between reasons and arguments. It is explained
that 'One of the factors which makes Paul's statements about the law
hard to unravel is the general difficulty of distinguishing the
reason for which he held a view and the arguments which he adduces in
favor of it'. 11
Despite its potential helpfulness in distinguishing between
reasons and arguments, we are not told why Sanders selects 2.21 and
9
Sanders, PPLT, p.443; also PUP, pp.27, 152, 159, 165 n34, 208.
10Sanders, PUP, p.27. On pp.4-10 Sanders notes that the negative
estimates of the law arise when Paul discusses the conditions for
membership ('how to get in') and the positive ones when he discusses
the behavioural norms for the Christian community ('how to stay in'),
in which case the coherence lies with the central conviction
regarding Christ.
11Sanders, PUP, p.4; Paul, p.18: one should try to reconstruct 'what
he thought, and why he thought it'.
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3.21 as the key to Paul's thought, to be distinguished from all the
other secondary arguments. 12 It is not clear also why Sanders insists
that 'the debate in Galatians is a debate about "entry" [getting in]
in the sense of what is essential in order to be considered a member
at all' (PUP, p.20) and not about 'maintenance' or 'staying in'
especially with respect to 2.11-14, 3.2-5 and 4.10. 13 Thirdly, it is
debatable whether the noun OucaLocrinro ('righteousness') at 2.21b is
concerned only with 'getting in' and serves only as 'transfer'
terminology. 14 But Sanders' reading of Paul, particularly in
distinguishing between Paul's real reasons and arguments, will
continue to provoke scholars to dig deeper into Paul's thought and
convictions.
1.2.2. H. RAisamen:
On the relationship of Paul and the Law, Raisdnen rejects
customary strategies of amelioration, whether it is interpolation,
development, or dialectical thinking. He argues that 'Paul asserts
both the abolition of the Law and also its permanently normative
character' and so 'Paul's thought on the law is full of difficulties
and inconsistencies'. 15 According to Raisamen, the 'development'
hypothesis cannot hold because some of these self-contradictions and
12
Thus complained C.H. Cosgrove, The Cross and the Spirit (Macon:
Mercer UP, 1988), p.12. See §7.3.4. on 2.21b.
13
In fact, Sanders is well aware of this possibility: 'The controversy
[in Galatians] centres on the admission rite, circumcision, but
includes other aspects of the law as well, such as food and "days"
(PUP, p.20; also his response to R. Gundry that the question in
Galatians is how one stays in, not how one gets in; PUP, p.52 n20).
14 See Sanders' insistence that there is a major shift in meaning:
'righteousness in Judaism is a term which implies the maintenance of
status among the group of the elect; in Paul it is a transfer term.
In Judaism, that is, commitment to the covenant puts one "in", while
obedience (righteousness) subsequently keeps one in. In Paul's usage,
"be made righteous" ("be justified") is a term indicating getting in,
not staying in the body of the saved' (PPJ, p.544; cf. pp.470-72, 518
n5; PUP, p.6). See §3.3.4.
15
H. Rdisanen, Paul and the Law (WUNT 29; TUbingen: JCB Mohr, 1983;
new preface in 2nd edition, 1987), pp.69, 264. After an overview of
the problems, chapters two through five discuss Paul's divergent
answers to basic questions in a topical fashion: Is the law still in
force? Can the law be fulfilled? What is the origin and purpose of
the law? Why are the works of law and faith in Christ opposed? See
also his Jesus, Paul and Torah (JSNTS 43; Sheffield: JSOT, 1992).
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inconsistency appear even within the same letter.
16
 The problem can be
traced to Paul's intellectual difficulties, especially when he is
torn in two directions - the conviction that the law has been
abolished, and the conviction that the law, having been given by God,
is capable of being abrogated. 17 In Rdisdnen's view, Paul seems to
come to important insights such as the Christian's freedom, not by
way of logical proof but by way of intuition!
18
In short, Paul's
concept of the law oscillates; the meaning changes to fit the needs
of his arguments in relation to his two conflicting convictions. 'The
starting point of Paul's thinking about the Torah is the Christ
event, not the law' • 19
Dunn criticizes R.Ais&nen's 'atomistic treatment' of the texts as
a hindrance to an integrated and coherent view of Paul's positive and
negative statements on the Law. 20 Wright criticizes Rdisanen for not
exploring the 'deep structure' of Paul's thought, the 'underlying
(over-arching) structure' of Paul's belief system which lies beneath
the various different (or appears to be contradictory) statements on
the Law.
21
 And S. Kim has gone further to accuse Rdisdnen of 'instead
of giving a sustained exegesis of some crucial passages where it is
necessary to understand the consistent logic of Paul, Misanen often
picks this or that verse from them and discusses it in diverse
contexts in a fragmentary way...This sort of method naturally causes
16
RaisAnen, Paul, esp. pp.7-8; Jesus, pp.17-21.
17]
Rdisdnen, Paul, pp.264-65; 'Paul got involved in intellectual
difficulties, because he started from an aprioristic (Christological)
conviction. Instead of considering the intention of the Law in its
own right he deduced his statements about it straight from his
Christological insights. That is why he ended up putting forward
artificial and conflicting theories about the law' (p.154); cf.
Jesus, p.32: '[Paul] argues from two premises which are incompatible
with each other'.
18
Rdisdnen, Paul, p.268; cf. A. Deissmann, Paul (ET; 2nd edition;
London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1926), pp.104-105; S. Sandmel, The Genius
of Paul (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1979), p.7.
19
Raisdnen, Paul, p.201; cf. pp.199-202. See also A.J.M. Wedderburn,
'Paul and the Law', SJT 38 (1985), pp.613-22.
20
Dunn, Rom, 1:1Xvii.
21
Wright, Climax, pp.2-3, 17-18. Wright argues that the 'incorporative
Christology' (the underlying story) which is the means of redefining
the people of God and also of God himself could well be the key to
Paul's thought (esp. pp.258-67).
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one to hear Paul's accents differently and miss the consistent thread
of Paul's argument'.
22
1.2.3. J.D.G. Dunn:
A third line of approach is to distinguish between proper and
improper usage of the law. Dunn argues that the problem was not
'legalism' in the traditional sense, 23 but Jewish exclusivism or
nationalism which Paul regarded as an illegitimate perception of the
law's significance. Crucial to Dunn's argument is the meaning
attached to the phrase cpym vopou ('works of the law') 24 Building on
the observation of E. Lohmeyer and J.B. Tyson that Vpym v6pou is best
taken in the sense of 'service of the law' or 'nomistic service',
25
Dunn argues that by the unique phrase Paul is referring to Jewish
covenant markers (identity-confirming and boundary-defining acts)
such as the particular observances of circumcision, food laws and
Sabbath which give expression to too narrow a nationalistic and
racial conception of the covenant. 26 Therefore, Paul's critique of the
law has a narrower but specific focus - the 'social function of the
law' - it is directed at a misunderstanding of the law as a badge of
national and covenant identity. 27
Dunn also argues that at 2.16a Paul is 'appealing to an accepted
view of Jewish Christians' and 'it is unlikely that Paul wrote
22 S. Kim, The Origin of Paul's Gospel (WUNT 11.4; 2nd edition;
TUbingen: JCB Mohr, 1984), pp.346-47.
23,
As argued by e.g. C.E.B. Cranfield, 'St Paul and the Law', SJT 17
(1964), pp.43-68; A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle
to the Romans (ICC; 2 vols; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1975-79), 1:220;
2:845-62; HUbner, Law, p.138.
24Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, pp.191-95; expanded in 'Works of the
Law and the Curse of the Law (Gal. 3.10-14)', (1985] JPL, pp.215-41;
Rom, 1:1xiii-1Xxii.
25In this classic study, E. Lohmeyer, 'Gesetzeswerke', ZNW 28 (1929),
pp.177-207 translates the phrase as 'Dienst des Gesetzes' and defines
it as 'der religiOsen Ordnung, die dem Menschen Gesetz ist' (p.202);
J.B. Tyson, '"Works of Law" in Galatians', JBL 92 (1973), pp.423-31,
esp. p.425.
26
Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, pp.201-202 criticizes Sanders also for
'failure to perceive the significance of the little phrase "works of
the law".
27
Dunn, Rom, 1:192; JPL, p.4.
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/
elS6Tes Se.
28
 
The word 'being justified' is covenant language: 'God's
justification is rather God's acknowledgement that someone is in the
covenant - whether that is an initial acknowledgement, or a repeated
action of God (God's saving acts), or his final vindication of his
people' 
29 
And since 2.16a is the common ground for the debate between
Paul and Peter, it should be seen as an internal Christian debate on
the relevance of 'works of the law': thus 'in verse 16 Paul pushes
what began as a qualification of covenantal nomism into an outright
antithesis' 30 Therefore the reason for the change from 'all living'
(according to LXX) to 'all flesh' (Tram (4/4) at 2.16d is 'Paul has
in view primarily and precisely those who think their acceptability
to God and standing before God does depend on their physical descent
from Abraham, their national identity as Jews' 
•31
In summary, Dunn
suggests that in 2.16 we can in fact see
a very crucial development for the history of Christianity
taking place.. .the transition from a basically Jewish self-
understanding of Christ's significance to a distinctively
different understanding, the transition indeed from a form of
Jewish Messianism to a faith which sooner or later must break
away from Judaism to exist in its own terms (p.198).
According to Dunn, Paul (and Pauline Christianity) seeks to
remain within the bounds of first century Judaism/s (though
uncomfortably) but attempts to redefine the boundary. 32 According to
Dunn, Paul's underlying conviction is that Gentile Christians can and
should remain Gentiles and need not 'judaize' or become Jewish
proselytes; Gentile believers should be included as equal partners
with Jewish Christians in the same community of God's people.
33
Dunn's unusual interpretation of 2.16, however, has provoked
some critical responses. For example, H. HUbner attacks Dunn on the
meaning of 47m v6pou and also for not taking the particle Se at
28
Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, p.189 and p.204 n25.
29
Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, pp.189-91, here p.190.
30
Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, pp.195-98, here p.196. Dunn argues
that Utp gnj is exceptive in force and qualifies not only the verb but
,	 u
also	 cp7wv vOpou (p.195; see also p.212).
31
Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, pp.198-200, here p.199.
32Cf. Dunn, JPL, pp.40, 51, 198, 208; esp. The Partings of the Ways
(London: SCM, 1991).
33Dunn, 'Theology', JPL, p.249.
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2.16a in the adversative sense seriously enough;
34
 Westerholm, T.S.
Schreiner, D.J. - Moo and C.E.B. Cranfield remain unconvinced that the
meaning of 47a vcipou refers to 'covenant markers';
35
Bruce,
%.	 I
Longenecker and Ziesler on the exceptive use of cav Kap 36 Thielman on
the meaning of map; 37
 and Raisanen on whether Paul intended to remain
within Judaism. 38 In response to some of the criticisms and
misunderstandings of his formulation of 'works of law' as Jewish
covenant markers, Dunn has recently restated and refined his view on
cp7a vogou.
39 
The debate continues, and the interpretation of 2.16
remains a crucial problematic text for understanding Paul's theology.
1.2.4. F. Watson:
A fourth important contribution to the current debate is
Watson's historical and sociological approach to Paul's argumentation
in Galatians and Romans. Watson maintains that Paul's arguments are
basically attempts to justify the existence of his Gentile churches
outside the Jewish synagogues, and that he opposed those who wanted
the Christian movement to remain within the legal and social bounds
of Judaism. 40 According to Watson, one should see 'the cohesiveness of
Paul's (conflicting) statements about the law not primarily at the
theoretical level but at the level of practical strategy' (in fact
one should distinguish between 'what Paul is saying' in the text and
34H. HUbner, 'Was heiBt bei Paulus "Werke des Gesetzes"?' in Glaube
und Eschatologie: FS W.G. Kimmel (edited by E. Grasser and 0. Merk;
Tubingen: JCB Mohr, 1985), pp.123-33.
35Cf. Westerholm, Israel's Law, pp.117-19; T.R. Schreiner, "Works of
Law" in Paul', NovT 33 (1991), pp.217-44; cf. 'The Abolition and
Fulfilment of the Law in Paul', JSNT 35 (1989), pp.47-74; D.J. Moo,
Romans (WEC; 2 vols; Chicago: Moody, 1991-), 1:212-18; C.E.B.
Cranfield, "The Works of the Law" in the Epistle to the Romans',
JSNT 43 (1991), pp.89-101.
36See Bruce, 'Paul', pp.124-25; Longenecker, Gal, pp.83-84; Ziesler,
Gal, pp.23-24.
37
Thielman, Plight, pp.63-65.
38H. Raisanen, 'Galatians 2.16 and Paul's Break with Judaism', NTS 31
(1985), pp.543-53. This is by far the most severe and detailed
criticism of Dunn's interpretation. See §3.1. below.
39
Dunn, Partings, pp.135-39; 'Yet Once More - "The Works of the Law".
A Response', JSNT 46 (1992), pp.99-117; Gal(ms), pp.4-6. More details
in §3.3.2.(5).
40See Watson, Paul, pp.38-48.
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'what Paul is doing'). 41 Thus Watson insists, Paul 'makes use of
various types oftheoretical legitimation, which are not always
compatible with one another as pure theory, but which all contribute
to the same practical goal' (p.22).
On the origin of Paul's mission to the Gentiles, Watson argues
that it does not stem from the Damascus experience (as Paul himself
alleged in Gal 1.16), but is rather a consequence of his mission
failure among the Jews. Thus the 'process' is reconstructed as:
42
1. Paul began his missionary career by preaching to Jews only.
2. He and others first preached to Gentiles as a response to
their failure among Jews. 3. They did not require full
submission to the law from their Gentile converts. 4 Their
abandonment of parts of the law of Moses was intended to make it
easier for Gentiles to become Christians. 5. The Gentile mission
thus involved the complete separation of the church from the
synagogue.
Thus Watson asserts that 'The law was a problem for Paul not
primarily for theological reasons, but because he needed to justify
the fundamental decision to abandon parts of it and break with the
Jewish community, in the face of criticisms from Jews and Jewish
Christians'. 43 So Watson insists that 'faith in Christ is incompatible
with works of the law because the church is separate from the
synagogue' (p.47) and argues that 'the essential issue in Galatians
is thus whether the church should be a reform-movement within Judaism
or a sect outside it' (p.49). In conclusion Watson characterizes Paul
as one 'who devotes his energies to the creation and maintaining of
sectarian groups hostile to all non-members, and especially to the
Jewish community from which in fact they derived' (pp.180-81).
Here then is one fundamental issue: did Paul really intend to
break with Judaism totally and to separate the Christian churches
41Watson, Paul, p.22. We hear reminiscences of Sanders' distinction
between argument and real reason (PUP, p.4).
42Watson, Paul, p.38; details on pp.28-38. See Kim, Origin, pp.58-59
and RdisAnen's reaction in Jesus, pp.22, 186.
43Watson, Paul, p.38. Note also Watson's use of sociological notion of
'ideology legitimizing its state of [sectarian] separation'
(pp.19-20) to argue that Paul's various statements on Israel and the
law are 'secondary theological reflection on a primary historical and
social reality' (p.31). See Holmberg's severe criticism in Sociology,
pp.105-106, 112-13.
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from the Jewish community completely? 44 IS it proper for Watson to
emphasize only the discontinuities in Paul's view of Heilsgeschichte
(promise/law, two covenants) but to fail to recognise the continuity
of Abraham's seed, of the 'we' which includes both Jew and Gentile
(3.14; 4.5), of a sonship coming to maturity (3.23-4.5), and of the
law fulfilled, as with faith and in love (5.6, 14)? 45 In our opinion,
Watson's provocative study will continue to challenge scholars to
read behind 'what Paul is saying' in the text and to ask what was
Paul's underlying conviction and what was his original intention.
1.2.5. Concluding Remarks:
It should be clear that the recent debate has brought several
crucial issues to the fore. What is the underlying principle or
conviction in Paul's thought? Is it exclusivistic Christology (thus
arguing 'from solution to plight'; Sanders)? soteriology ('from
plight to solution'; Thielman)? ecclesiology (Watson's 'sectarian
separation'; cf. R.B. Hays' ecclesiocentric hermeneutic)? 46 Does Paul
have a coherent view of the Law (Dunn)? Or is Paul's theology full of
contradictions and inconsistencies (Rdisanen)? What is Paul's
estimate of the Jewish people, his 'kindred according to the flesh'
(Rom 9.5)? 47 How do Christian convictions shape and contribute to his
reading of Torah? How much does Paul's Gentile-mission conviction
influence his reading of Torah?" The present state of discussion with
regard to Paul's thought is summarized very well by Betz on a number
of questions: 49
44 5ee W.S. Campbell, 'Did Paul Advocate Separation from the Synagogue?
A Reaction to Francis Watson: Paul, Judaism and the Gentiles: A
Sociological Approach', SJT 42 (1989), pp.457-67.
45So questioned by Dunn, 'Theology'.., JPL, p.262; cf. Wright, Climax,
p.14.
46R.B. Hays, Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul (New Haven/
London: Yale UP, 1989), esp. pp.84-121.
47 5ee e.g. different views in W.D. Davies, 'Paul and the People of
Israel', [1978] in Jewish and Pauline Studies (London: SPCK, 1984),
pp.123-52; Sanders, PUP, pp.171-206; L. Gaston, Paul and the Torah
(Vancouver: University of British Columbia, 1987).
48Sanders, Paul, p.7 insists that discussion on Paul's theological
thought must relate to his mission activities. Cf. M.D. Hooker, 'Paul
- Apostle to the Gentiles', Epworth Review 18/2 (1991), pp.79-89.
49H.D. Betz, 'Paul', ABD 5:186-201, here p.192. See also the list of
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Did he (Paul] work with a fixed theological 'system' in the back
of his mind? Or did he develop his arguments ad hoc, based only
on a limited set of assumptions? Did Paul have a consistent
theology throughout his apostolic career, or did his theology
gradually evolve in the context of mission and controversy in
which he was constantly involved? If he worked from a fixed
theological system, was that system pre-Christian (Pharisaic,
rabbinic, or apocalyptic) with his Christian convictions simply
overlaid or appended? Or was his theology something altogether
new that grew out of his vision of Christ and his commission to
take the gospel to the gentiles? In short, how creative and
dynamic a theologian was the apostle Paul?
Of course it would be impossible to engage with all these issues
in a single thesis. But the range of questions and the evident
vitality of the debate raging round them encourages other voices to
join in that debate and to focus on particular aspects in the hope of
providing greater clarification of key texts or of pivotal arguments.
Such a passage, in our opinion, is Gal 2.15-21.
questions in Wright, Climax, p.15; cf. Furnish, 'Pauline Studies',
pp.331-36; J. Plevnik, 'The Center of Pauline Theology', CBQ 51
(1989), pp.461-78.
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1.3. WHY GAL 2.15-21?
The most obvious way to tackle such large issues and
disagreements is to subject particular key texts to detailed
examination. If it appears, at least to some scholars, that
Rdisanen's topical approach and rather 'atomistic' exegesis of
certain texts is not the best way forward, then it seems a sustained
detailed study of key Pauline texts, following the argument carefully
step by step, verse by verse, might be a better alternative.
2
 In our
opinion, Gal 2.15-21 is an appropriate case in point. It could indeed
be argued that it is the single most appropriate passage for our
purposes.
(1) The passage 2.15-21 provides probably the first integrated
treatment of several key Pauline terms - 'Rechtfertigung in nuce'.
One might hope, therefore, to find decisive clues as to his
understanding of what Betz calls 'theological abbreviations' which
c
require interpretation: 3 mpaprwAm ('sinners'; 2.15, 2.17b), mgaprox
(sin; 2.17c), 6LICALOW (justify; 2.16a,c,d, 2.17a), 81..KMLOC1nn
(righteousness; 2.21b), eina vogov ('works of Law'; 2.16a,c,d), vogos
(Law; 2.19a[2x], 2.21b), ULTTCUW (believe; 2.16b), 7Lix-T4A
XpLatoZ (faith of Jesus Christ or faith in Jesus Christ; 2.16a,c; cf.
2.20b),	 v XpLat47) (in Christ; 2.17a), Caroevlimicw v6gT (die to Law;
2.19a), Occo *cca (live to God; 2.19a),  v Nt:TTEL (live in faith;
2.20b), muTravau XpLuTW (co-crucify with Christ; 2.19b), Xecpt.s 'Ea
*Ca (grace of God; 2.21a).
(2) Its importance is however mirrored in the complexity of its
syntax and the disputes it has occasioned. The flow of argument and
the inter-relationship between individual phrases and sentences in
R.B. Hays in a book review criticizes Raisdnen that he 'has adopted
a method which requires him to discuss exegetical problems piecemeal,
apart from any clear construal of the pastoral/historical situation
to which the various letters with their incommensurate utterances
about the Law are addressed' (JAAR 53 [1985], p.514). See also
criticisms by C.E.B. Cranfield, 'Giving a Dog a Bad Name: A Note on
H. Raisanen's Paul and the Law', JSNT 38 (1990), pp.77-85.
2
Though Raisdnen, Paul, p.xx in reaction protests that this might not
be 'the most appropriate way to make a contribution'; cf. n34. But
one at least can say, detailed treatment of key texts is an essential
complement to thematic treatment such as Rdisdnen's.
3
See Betz, Gal, pp.27-28, 115.
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this pericope is complex and difficult to determine.
4
 Scholars are
especially well aware of the difficulties concerning the sentence
structure of 2.15-16, the rhetorical pattern implied by zi ykyouro
Cloy no means; certainly not') at 2.17d and how the two 74's at the
beginning of 2.18 and 2.19 relate to the preceding argument. The
threefold SL's at 2.20ab are also an area of dispute. On top of
these, the change of personal pronoun from 'we' at 2.15-17 to 'I' in
2.18-21a (but note the emphatic 46 appears only in 2.19-20) has also
captured the attention of some scholars. 5
In consequence it soon became clear that the thesis would have
to be devoted to 2.15-21 alone. At all events it is such a well
packed 'nutshell' of Paul's theology on a sequence of currently most
disputed issues that it demands attention as an especially important
test case.
6
Two further reasons prompted us to concentrate on 2.15-21. (3)
For some time scholars have tended to focus their attention on the
dispute between Paul and Peter at Antioch (cf. 2.11-14), on whether
Peter accepted Paul's rebuke, and if not, what happened to Paul. The
4See our selective survey on different interpretations in §1.4;
2.15-21 is undoubtedly one of those problematic passages in Pauline
literature. Cf. G. Ebeling, The Truth of the Gospel (ET;
Philadelphia: Fortress, 1985), p.120: 'Stylistically, these verses
are marked by an extreme density of expression. As a result they pose
significant problems of interpretation, in part with respect to the
meaning of the terse theological formulas, in part with respect to
the logical structure of the argument'; A. Suhl, 'Der Galaterbrief -
Situation und Argumentation', in ANRW 11.25.4 (1987), pp.3067-3134,
here p.3098.
5See e.g. E.D.W. Burton, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the
Epistle to the Galatians (ICC; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1921),
pp.131-32; A. Oepke, Der Brief des Paulus an die Galater (THKNT 9;
3rd edition; edited by J. Rohde; Berlin: Evangelische, 1973), p.93;
F. Mussner, Der Galaterbrief (HTKNT 9; 5th edition; Freiburg: Herder,
1988), pp.177-78; H. Schlier, Der Brief an die Galater (MeyerK 7;
15th edition; Gottingen: V&R, 1989), pp.96-97; E. Stauffer,
TDNT 2:342-62, here pp.356-58; cf. E. Farahian, Le 'je' Paulinien
(Analecta Gregoriana 253; Rome: Editrice Pontificia Universita
Gregorina, 1988).
6
By coincidence, our choice of 2.15-21 agrees with Kim's suggestion
that a sustained exegesis of 2.11-21 is called for (Origin, p.349).
On the other hand, surprising to us, in response to Kim's harsh and
lengthy criticism (pp.345-58), Misanen has reacted by clarifying
Paul's call experience with regard to 1.11-17 (Jesus, pp.16-47) but
has yet to meet the challenge of a sustained exegesis on 2.11-21.
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Antioch Incident is also a historic focal point of dispute between
the early Church Fathers,
7
 and between F.C. Baur and J.B. Lightfoot
in the last century. 8 But Dunn's essay 'The Incident at Antioch (Gal
2.11-18)' in 1983 has helped to locate the original dispute between
Peter and Paul in the social and religious world of the Jewish
community and also in the formative period of Paul's own mission. 9 We
feel the time has come to build on the 'historical reconstruction'
and to see if the clearer understanding of 2.11-14 sheds any fuller
light on 2.15-21.
(4) An intensive study of 2.15-21 would fill a gap in recent
studies of Galatians. In the last ten years, there have been numerous
studies on various other parts of the letter: e.g. G. Lyons, J.D.
Hester, B.R. Gaventa, and N.H. Taylor on the autobiographical section
in Gal 1-2; 10 R.B. Hays, C.H. Cosgrove and G.W. Hansen on Gal 3-4;
11
J.M.G. Barclay (Obeying) on Gal 5-6; and very recently A. Wechsler
(Geschichtsbild) on 2.11-14, and G.E. Gilthvedt on 2.19a. 12 So we
70n different interpretations among the early Fathers, see J.B.
Lightfoot, Saint Paul's Epistle to the Galatians (10th edition;
London: Macmillan, 1890), pp.128-32; R. Kieffer, Foi et Justification
a Antioche (LD 111; Paris: Cerf, 1982), pp.82-102; J. McHugh,
'Galatians 2.11-14: Was Peter Right?', in Paulus und das antike
Judentum (edited by M. Hengel and U. Heckel; WUNT 58; TUbingen: JCB
Mohr, 1991), pp.319-27.
8
C.K. Barrett, 'Quomodo Historia Conscribenda Sit', NTS 28 (1982),
pp.303-20. For a more detailed survey from Baur to recent scholars,
see A. Wechsler, Geschichtsbild und Apostelstreit (BZNW 62; Berlin:
Walter de Gruyter, 1991), pp.30-295.
9
Now in JPL, pp.129-82; cf. T. Holtz, 'Der antiochenische
Zwischenfall (Galater 2.11-14)', NTS 32 (1986), pp.344-61; Taylor,
Paul, pp.123-39; Wechsler, Geschichtsbild, pp.296-348.
10
Lyons, Pauline, pp.75-176; Hester, 'Rhetorical Structure'; 'Use and
Influence'; B.R. Gaventa, 'Galatians 1 and 2: Autobiography as
Paradigm', NovT 28 (1986), pp.302-26; From Darkness to Light (OBT 20:
Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986), pp.17-51; Taylor, Paul, pp.123-42.
11:
R.B. Hays, The Faith of Jesus Christ (SBLDS 56; Chico: Scholars,
1983); Cosgrove, Cross; Hansen, Abraham. Note also the studies on
4.21-31 by G. Bouwmann, 'Die Hagar- und Sara-Perikope (Gal 4.21-31):
Exemplarische Interpretation zum Schriftbeweis bei Paulus', in ANRW
11.25.4 (1987), pp.3135-55; J.L. Martyn, 'The Covenants of Hagar and
Sarah', in Faith and History: Essays in Honor of P.W. Meyer (edited
by J.T. Carroll, C.H. Cosgrove and E.E. Johnson; Atlanta: Scholars,
1991), pp.160-92.
12
G.E. Gilthvedt, Dying 'through the Law to the Law' (Gal 2.19) (PhD
dissertation; Saint Andrews, 1990).
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suggest, a study on 2.15-21 is both necessary and timely, not least
in taking stock of recent scholarly discussions on the passage but
also in an attempt to shed new light on Paul's argumentation and
theological thinking with the new perspective on Judaism and on
Paul. 13
One important challenge confronting us is, Will the new
perspective make any difference to the reading of Paul's argument in
2.15-21? What does Paul mean by saying that 'justification is
TILITTCWS Xporrou and not cC epTwv (2.16c)? Why does Paul find
fault in 'works of the Law'? Why is the objection 'Christ is a
minister of sin' raised at 2.17c? How does Paul reject and respond to
the (false) notion? What does Paul mean by 'I died to the Law Sac
2
pogou' (2.19a)? What does Paul mean by 'living to God' and 'living cv
TUCTEC at 2.19-20? How does Paul come to the conclusion that 'if
righteousness is through the Law, then Christ died in vain' (2.21b)?
Furthermore, how does Paul's argument in 2.15-21 respond to the
crises at Antioch and in the Galatian churches? What is the
underlying theological 'conviction' beneath Paul's argumentation?
What is the crucial concern of Paul that might have shaped or
contributed to his theological thinking?
Before we move on to the analysis of the passage, however, it
will be helpful to review how some commentators and scholars have
wrestled with Paul's overall argument in 2.15-21.
14
This exercise
itself should be quite sufficient to illustrate the wide range of
opinions among scholars and also the difficulties which the passage
poses for all exegetes.
13 It was well into the later stages of our intensive research that the
detail study by M. Bachmann, Spnder oder Obertreter (WUNT 59;
Tubingen: JCB Mohr, 1992) appeared. This confirms our initial feeling
that a study on 2.15-21 is needed. Though our study might overlap in
certain respects (e.g. the function of pn Tevouro at 2.17d), our
focus is more on Paul's argumentation in 2.15-21 itself, and on the
theological formulation and response to the crisis at Antioch, rather
than on treating the passage as a clue to the overall structure of
the letter, p.24). See also §1.4.10. below.
14 See also §4.2. and §5.2. for further detail discussions on various
interpretations concerning 2.17 and 2.18.
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1.4. A SELECTIVE SURVEY OF DIFFERENT INTERPRETATIONS ON 2.15-21
In this selective account of various different interpretations,
we wish to achieve two purposes: to highlight the main crucial
problem areas which will be taken up in the main study, and to
illustrate the immense difficulty for all exegetes. The survey is
roughly done in chronological order, but with more attention given to
works written in the past fifteen years.
1.4.1. J.B. Lightfoot and E.D.W. Burton - Two Classic Views:
Bishop Lightfoot is one of the best and most influential
exegetes in the English-speaking world. According to Lightfoot,
2.15-21 records Paul's response to the crisis at Antioch (2.11-14),
but it is quite impossible to give a definite answer as to where
Paul's remonstration to Peter ends in the speech. Paul begins by
saying why privileged Jews abandon the Law to become Christians in
the act of conversion (2.15-16). But this abandoning of the law is
not wrong (2.17-19a). According to Lightfoot, the rejection IA
TCYOLTO applies only to 2.17c: 'We may regard Xpta-ri,s ApaptLes
Samovos as an illogical conclusion deduced from premises in
themselves correct' (p.116; i.e. the realis view). 2.17ab itself as a
correct premise is read in the context of conversion: in order to
become Christian one has to abandon the old ground of legal
righteousness and to put oneself in the position of a Gentile-sinner
(p.117). The rejection is then supported by two further reasons
introduced by 'yap: (a) To abandon the law is not sin; the real sin
(Trapagatm) is returning to the law again after abandoning it
(2.18). 2 (b) To abandon the law is exactly what the law is prompting
Lightfoot, Gal, pp.113-14. 'The use of the word clipapTcAoL, vv. 15,
17, marks the language of one speaking as a Jew to Jews, and
therefore may be regarded as part of the original remonstrance; and
yet, though there is no break in the continuity from that point
onward, we find at the end of the chapter that St Paul's thoughts and
language have drifted away from Peter at Antioch to the Judaizers in
Galatia' (p.114).
2
Lightfoot, Gal, p.117: 'It will have been seen that much of the
force of the passage depends on the sense which the Jews attached to
apaprwAOs. Having passed on from this to amagam, St Paul at length
throws off the studied ambiguity of apaptwAos ("a non-observer of the
law", and "a sinner") by substituting the plain term of nmpagarns'
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and leading to (2.19a). 3 According to Lightfoot, the phrase &a vogou
refers not to the economical purpose (i.e. prophetic and transitory
to lead people to Christ), but to its moral effects: 'The law reveals
sin, it also provokes sin; nay, in a certain sense, it may be said to
create sin' (p.118).
The idea of eci3 6CPW (2.19a) is then taken up and expanded in
)
2.19b-20. Lightfoot insists that the first person singular evw is not
used in the autobiographical sense: 'Not "I Paul" as distinguished
from others, for instance from the Gentile converts, but "I Paul, the
natural man, the slave of the old covenant" (p.117; cf. p.119).
Since the old, natural being, the pre-conversion I I' is gone, the new
existence is 'I am merged in Christ' (2.20a), and (Se in continuative
sense) this new life, the post-conversion living, is 'spiritual, and
its motive principle is faith in the Son of God who manifested His
love for me by dying for my sake' (2.20b; p.119).
Similarly, Burton admits that one cannot be certain as to how
much of 2.15-21 was actually uttered by Paul on the Antioch occasion,
but insists that it is certainly more than 2.14b.
4
 Thus Burton
summarizes the content of 2.15-21 under the heading 'Continuation and
expansion of Paul's address at Antioch, so stated as to be for the
Galatians also an exposition of the gospel which he preached'
(p.117). On the IA I'vovro at 2.17d, Burton also observes that it
applies only to 2.17c, the wrong conclusion deduced from correct
premises. 5 But in contrast to Lightfoot, Burton insists that 'being
found sinners' (2.17b) refers to the abandoning and disregarding of
the statutes of the law by Jewish Christians, which is clearly
implied in the Antioch incident.6
(italics mine).
3Lightfoot's main argument depends very much on the meaning of two
key words: OcgaprwAds in the non-moral sense, and napapkrns as the
real sin, which is different from agagnAos/agaptia.
4Burton, Gal, p.111; cf. pp.117-18. Similarly, C.K. Barrett, Freedom
and Obligation (London: SPCK, 1985), pp.20-21.
5
Burton, Gal, p.127: 'What IA TEVOLTO denies is not the supposition
$	 c	 1
et....agapTuAoL and with it the conclusion based upon it, but the
validity of the deduction of the conclusion from the premises. The
apostle accepts the premises; denies that the conclusion follows'.
6According to Burton, Paul admitted that they had become 'sinners'
(violators of law; 2.17b), but denied that they had become "actual
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.	 ,
According to Burton, the rejection pn Tevovro is then clarified
by Paul in 2.18 (74): one becomes a transgressor (napag&T7)s) by
insisting upon obedience to the statutes of the law. 'The word
c
napaglerns is doubtless chosen instead of apapTwVn in order to get
rid of the ambiguity of this latter term...The napaPaTlis is a
violator of the law, not of the statutes, but of its real intent'
(p.131). Thus this paradoxical statement itself requires proof, and
has to be furnished in 2.19 (74p; p.131). However, Burton believes
that the emphatic 46 refers to Paul himself (p.132); and on Sac
,
vomou, he too argues that it refers to the law's moral effects.
7
With regard to the new life, Burton suggests that Paul's own
impulses and will (2.20a; the pre-conversion Paul) are being
displaced by those of Christ (2.20b; the post-conversion Paul). 8 On
I
the meaning of xapLs at 2.21a, Burton argues that it refers to the
'special grace of God to Israel in giving them the law (cf. Rom
3.31)' and not to the gospel or to the death of Christ (p.140).
1.4.2. R. Bultmann:
In 1952 Bultmann presented a short but very different and
9
controversial treatment of 2.15-18. He begins by asking questions
about 2.17: Is it a question or a statement? Is the premise at 2.17ab
a realis or irrealis? Bultmann goes on to argue that 2.17ab is
neither a rhetorical question nor an objection deriving from Paul's
opponents; it is rather an absurdity (an irrealis) formulated by Paul
sinners, wrongdoers, violators of God's will' (4imptixt in the strict
sense; 2.17c). 'The whole speciousness of the objection which Paul is
answering turns on the seeming identity, the real diversity, of the
conceptions of sin implied in apaptcatot. and allapTLas respectively'
(Gal, p.126; other views are discussed in pp.127-30).
7
Burton, Gal, p.133: 'Mosaic law in its legalistic interpretation -
had by his experience under it taught him his own inability to meet
its spiritual requirements and its own inability to make him
righteous, and thus led him finally to abandon it and to seek
salvation in Christ'; referring to 2.16, Rom 7 and also Phil 3.5-9.
8
Burton, Gal, pp.137-38. The first ac at 2.20a is continuative
(explaining 2.19); the second c3 is sub-adversative (introducing the
positive correlative to the first part of 2.20a; p.137); but the
third .5c is again continuative and epexegetic (2.20b = 2.20a; p.138).
9
R. Bultmann, 'Zur Auslegung von Galater 2.15-18', in Exegetica
(edited by E. Dinkier; TUbingen: JCB Mohr, 1967), pp.394-99. See also
his influential Theology of the New Testament (ET; 2 vols; London:
SCM, 1952-55).
1.4. A Selective Survey 	 29
himself and designed to function 'in seiner gegen den Standpunkt des
Petrus gerichteten Argumentation' .o Then by drawing comparison to the
conditional statement of 2.21b, Bultmann prefers the illative
)1	 9
particle apc to the interrogative apa and infers that 2.17 is also a
conditional statement (Bedingungssatz) rather than a question
(p.396). Thus Bultmann considers the sense of 2.17ab as being absurd,
because the actual attempt of justification cannot be equivalent to
sin. And he goes on to paraphrase XpLatOs LAapaas SaKOUOS (2.17c)
as 'die (immer noch, wie bisher) in ihren Siinden stecken; er hat sie
nicht von der Sande befreit' (pp.395-96). Since this is a totally
absurd statement, it is rejected by means of An 7CVOLTO in 2.17d
(p.396).
On 2.18 Bultmann argues that one becomes a transgressor
(napaPaTns) when the law is rebuilt and one becomes stuck in sin
(p.398). According to Bultmann, it is this so absurd conclusion that
the opponents' goal of re-establishing the abolished Law would
inevitably lead to (pp.397-98). Interesting also is Bultmann's
assertion, without any argument at all, that 2.15 is 'emn
geschlossener Satz' and is a 'Gegen-Satz' to 2.16 (p.394).
This controversial study by Bultmann then sparked off a series
of exchanges in different directions, especially among German
scholars. For example, J. Blank and U. Wilckens debate on the meaning
VI
of ewe vomou ('works of Law') and why does Paul reject it (2.16).
Blank argues that the fundamental problem with 'works of Law' focuses
on the very attempt to obey the law as a means of justification as
being sinful. 11 But Wilckens insists that the problem lies not with
perfectly.
These two different views are also prominent in the commentaries
by Schlier and Mussner on Galatians. For example, Mussner argues that
10Bultmann, 'Zur Auslegung', p.394; cf. p.398.
11J. Blank, 'Warum sagt Paulus: "Aus Werken des Gesetzes wird niemand
gerecht?" in EKKNT, Vorabeiten Heft 1 (Neukirchen: Neukirchener
Verlag, 1969), pp.79-95, esp. pp.87-90.
12U. Wilckens, 'Was heiBt bei Paulus: "Aus Werken des Gesetzes wird
kein Mensch gerecht"?' [1969] in Rechtfertigung als Freiheit
(Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener, 1974), pp.77-109. This position is
also maintained in his Der Brief an die R5mer (EKKNT; 3 vols; ZiArich:
Benziger/Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener, 1978-82), 1:173-76.
the law itself but with the human inability to obey the law
12
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the main problem of cpya vogov lies with humankind's failure to
fulfil the demands of the whole law (cf. 3.10-12) 13
 and so the
weakness of the flesh (der Schwdche des Fleisches) has to be overcome
by the new life in Christ (cf. 2.19-20). 14 But Schlier puts the
emphasis on the Law as being characterized by works (47m!), which
has to be replaced by sheer faith in Christ. 15 According to Schlier,
if the validity of the Law is reestablished (assuming that the object
TaZTM at 2.18a refers to the Law), one submits afresh to the power of
the law and so is bound to become a transgressor of the law (cf. Rom
4.15; p.97).
On the other hand, H. Feld seizes on Bultmann's assertion on
2.15 and 2.16 as separate sentences to argue that the pericope could
be read as a series of counter arguments. 16 According to Feld, Paul
may have cited the words of his opponents or Peter in the Antioch
conflict, and 2.17 may well be Peter's counter argument to Paul,
which is immediately rejected by gn TCVOLTO uttered by Paul (p.121).
Hence Feld claims that the un-Pauline thought of 2.17 is in fact 'die
Ausserung des normal judenchristlichen Standpunktes, nach dem das
Gesetz neben dem Evangelium Bestand und GUltigkeit hatte' (p.129).
Thus, the structure of the pericope may be construed as below: 17
	
2.14b	 Paul's stand (expressed in question)
	
2.15	 Objection (possibly by Peter)
	
2.16	 Paul's answer
2.17abc Peter's counter-argument
2.17d-21 Paul's rejection and answer.
So it appears that the 'un-Pauline' thought of 2.15 and 2.17 is
being explained away! Feld's suggestion is then expanded by G.
Bouwman with qualification, especially with respect to the pericope
2.14b-18 as a diatribe in chiastic form as follows: 18
13
Mussner, Gal, p.169; citing also Rom 3.20, 27-28; 4.2; 9.11-12,
31-32; 11.6; cf. Phil 3.6, 9; Eph 2.9; Tit 3.5; 2 Tim 1.9.
141
Mussner, Gal, esp. pp.180-82, 223-31.
15See Schlier, Gal, pp.91-92.
16
H. Feld, "Christus Diener der SUnde": Zum Ausgang des Streites
zwischen Petrus und Paulus', TQ 153 (1973), pp.119-31.
17
See Feld, 'Christus', pp.122-31 for details.
18
G. Bouwman, "Christus Diener der Siinde". Auslegung von Galater
2.14b-18', Bijdragen 40 (1979), pp.44-54; the chiastic layout on
pp.53-54.
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A	 Paul 42.14b)
the imaginary opponent (2.15)
Paul (2.16)
B the opponent again (2.17)
Al	Paul again (2.17d-18).
Bouwman further suggests that 2.14b-18 is bracketed by the
historical account of 2.11-14a and the theological confession in
2.19-21; the 'you' of 2.14b has changed to 'I' in 2.18 (p.53).
According to the chiastic layout, 2.16 then forms the centre of the
pericope; in which theologically, Bouwman insists, it 'enthalt in
nuce seine ganze Rechtfertigungslehre' (p.51). However, it remains to
be seen, whether it is justified to interpret 2.15 as an independent
sentence not continued into 2.16.
1.4.3. G. Klein versus W.G.
On the other hand, some scholars, especially Germans, have been
concerned with whether Paul in Galatians 3 (and Romans 4) outlines
'salvation history' or gives an 'existential interpretation' of the
promise to Abraham. The debate is partly a response to G. von Rad's
explanation of the relation between Old and New Testaments. 19 In
reaction, Klein argues strongly that Paul does not share the concept
of Heilsgeschichte at all, 20
 not even in his exposition of
justification in Gal 3-4 (pp.202-17). With reference to 2.15-16,
Klein, following Bultmann, insists that the two verses are to be
treated as separate sentences, referring to two different situations:
the old dispensation, which is now past, and the eschatological time,
which has now been reached (pp.181-85). Therefore it is argued that
since the boundary between salvation and destruction is no longer
identical with the clear (ethnic) boundary between Jews and Gentiles,
it is of no importance soteriologically to belong to either group;
the mv0pwnos at 2.16a refers to a new category ('third race') in
19
Cf. G. von Rad, Old Testament Theology (ET; 2 vols; Edinburgh:
Oliver & Boyd, 1962-65), 2:319-429.
20
G. Klein, 'Individualgeschichte und Weltgeschichte bei Paulus: Eine
Interpretation ihres Verhältnisses im Galaterbrief', [1964] in
Rekonstruktion und Interpretation (BEvT 50; MUnchen: Chr. Kaiser,
1969), pp.180-224, here pp.219-21, 224.
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place of the old categories of Jews and Gentiles. 21 Thus with regard
to the shift from first person plural 'We' in 2.15-17 to first person
singular 'I' in 2.18-21, Klein insists that Paul has moved from the
perspective of group to the perspective of individual, from
'Weltgeschichte' to 'Individualgeschichte' (pp.201-202). According to
Klein, the Jewish history is now totally 'secularized'.
22
But KUmmel is unconvinced and calls into question Klein's basic
insistence that 2.15 and 2.16 are to be treated as separate
sentences; for KUmmel, 2.15 forms the subject for the long sentence. 23
On the context of Paul's argument, KUmmel takes 2.15-21 as not
related to the preceding Antioch Incident, but only with reference to
the situation in Galatia (pp.161-62). Thus KUmmel argues that
T0tVTCS aticameZvaL v XpLati; (2.17a) refers to the act of
believing by Jewish Christians (p.164; cf. 2.16b), in which the
accusation that 'Christ is a minister of sin' (2.17c) is certainly
false because 'sie (wie die Heiden) Sunder waren'. 24
On the flow of argument in 2.17-20, KUmmel argues that Paul sets
alongside the negative hypothetical proof for pi) TkVOLTO in 2.18 the
actual positive proof in 2.19-20 (p.169). According to KUmmel, both
the 'I' in 2.18 and 41, in 2.19-20 do not refer to Paul himself; the
first person singular is purely a stylistic usage (cf. 1 Cor 6.12;
21Klein, 'Individualgeschichte', pp.183-84, 201; repeated in his
'SUndenverstdndnis und theologia crucis bei Paulus', in Theologia
Crucis - Signum Crucis: FS E. Dinkier (edited by C. Andresen and G.
Klein; Tubingen: JCB Mohr, 1979), pp.249-82, esp. pp.267-68. On
'third race' see the discussion in P. Richardson, Israel in the
Apostolic Church ( SNTSMS 10; Cambridge: CUP, 1969), pp.22-25.
22On the mention of angels and a mediator in 3.19-20, Klein argues
that the period of Moses is characterized as not just profane but
actually demonic (pp.209-10). See also G. Klein, 'The Biblical
Understanding of the Kingdom of God', Int 26 (1972), pp.387-418.
23W.G. KUmmel, '"Individualgeschichte" und "Weltgeschichte" in Gal.
2.15-21', in Christ and Spirit in the New Testament: Essays in Honour
of C.F.D. Moule (edited by B. Lindars and S.S. Smalley; Cambridge:
CUP, 1973), pp.157-73, here pp.158-59.
24Kiimmel, 'Individualgeschichte', p.165; 'Jews who are justified
remain Jews, even though they recognise that the Law was powerless to
make them righteous, so that from that point of view they were
sinners like the Gentiles. It would be a complete misunderstanding to
say that they had to become sinners in order to be justified'
(p.172).
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10.30). 25
1.4.4. J. Lambrecht and A.M. Buscemi on 'Structure':
A more substantial treatment of the overall line of argument is
proposed by Lambrecht. 26 He begins by admitting that '2.14b-21
contains Paul's rebuke to Peter at Antioch' ('Line', p.484) in which
2.18 certainly refers to the Antioch incident: 'It can hardly be
doubted that with the phrase 'building up again' Paul is alluding to
Peter's conduct at Antioch, since Peter had restored those
prescriptions of the law which prohibit eating with Gentiles' 27
On the other hand, Lambrecht thinks that both the terms
c!cilaryrwAoL and liwavam in 2.15 and 2.17 must be meant in the radical
ethical [sic] sense, 28 and so he finds it difficult to recognise that
the whole pericope 2.15-17 could have any reference to the Antioch
incident at all (p.493). Lambrecht therefore contends strongly that
'the particle 74 in Gal 2.18a (just as in 3.21c) probably introduces
an idea which is new vis a vis the immediately preceding context' 29
In effect it is argued that '[2.18-21] is not the direct explanation
of Paul's negative answer to the question of v.17b; a relatively new
train of thought begins in v.18. The denial of the objection that
Christ promotes sin is not further developed in vv.18-21'. 30 Thus
Lambrecht concludes ('Line', p.495):
The pericope 2.14b-21 consists of three parts: v.14b
(introductory question; second person singular); vv.15-17 (first
train of thought which initially states the Pauline thesis and
2 5KUmmel, 'Individualgeschichte', pp.167, 169-70; cf. Romer 7 und das
Bild des Menschen im Neuen Testament (MUnchen: Kaiser, 1974),
pp.121-23.
26J. Lambrecht, 'The Line of Thought in Gal. 2.14b-21', NTS 24 (1978),
pp.484-95; cf. 'Once Again Gal 2.17-18 and 3.21', ETL 63 (1987),
pp.148-53; 'Unreal Conditions in the Letter of Paul: A
Clarification', ETL 63 (1987), pp.153-56.
27
Lambrecht, 'Line', p.493; cf. 'Once Again', pp.149-50: 'The meaning
of napaPcfmns in v.18b is highly uncertain'. See further elaboration
in 'Transgressor by Nullifying God's Grace. A Study of Gal 2.18-21',
Bib 72 (1991), pp.217-36.
28
Lambrecht, 'Line', p.491: 'It would appear that the allarr,cca in v.17b
designates the same radical idea of sinfulness as the aglapTwAot in
v.17a (and v.15)'; cf. 5.13, Rom 3.7-8, 6.15; 'Once Again', p.151.
29
Lambrecht, 'Once Again', p.153.
30
Lambrecht, 'Line', p.495; italics mine; see also pp.491-94.
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then formulates in question form a wrong conclusion that is
immediately rejected; first person plural); finally vv.18-21
(second train of thought dealing with the theme of living to God
apart from the Law and Christ's living in the Christian; first
person singular).
However, Lambrecht concedes that 'The broader context of Gal
2.11-14 and 18 seems to suggest that the expression XpLutbs &gar:races
OLOCKOVOS points to Christ provoking and promoting non-observance of
food-laws (and thus 'post-conversional' sin)'. 31 But he goes on to
insist that 'Rom 1-3 warns us against such an understanding' and
suggests that 'identical thoughts are present in Gal: not only
justification (by faith apart from works of the Law) of Jews and
Gentiles alike..., but also the idea of universal sinfulness.. .and
the charge of promoting sin...' • 32
Wrestling also with the structure of 2.14b-21, Buscemi begins by
criticising Lambrecht's tripartite structure as unsatisfactory and
suggests that the passage could indeed be divided into two parallel
parts.
33
 Buscemi insists that the key to the structure may lie with
the force of 'yap (equivalent to adversative ac) at 2.18 and the
switch of person from 'we' in 2.14b-17 to 'I' in 2.18-21 (pp.64-65).
Thus Buscemi suggests that the passage could be laid in parallel
columns as below (pp.66-67):
First division (2.14b-17) 	 Second division (2.18-21)1
a. thesis (2.14b)	 a. thesis (2.18)i
b. demonstration (2.15-16)	 b. demonstration (2.19-20)1
c. conclusion (2.17)	 c . conclusion (2.21).
However, there are at least two crucial questions to be
clarified. (1) It is not clear how the readers could consider the
strong rejection 11) TLJOLTO in 2.17 as a 'conclusion' which is not
substantiated with some elaboration or clarification; (2) to render
the meaning of Tow at 2.18 in the adversative sense ('but') seems to
be a highly dubious procedure. 34 The problem of 'structure' inevitably
31
Lambrecht, 'Once Again', p.152.
32
Lambrecht, 'Once Again', p.152. See §5.2.3. for his view on 2.18.
33,
A.M. Buscemi, 'La struttura letteraria di Gal 2,14b-21', SBFLA 31
(1981), pp.59-74.
34Cf. BAGD, '21Tcp', 151 defines: 'conjunction used to express cause,
inference, continuation, or to explain'; LSJ, I: 'introducing
the reason or cause of what precedes' (338).
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raises the question of how Paul employs IA T youro in his rhetorical
argumentation. -
1.4.5. H.D. Betz (Rhetorical Approach):
A very different and fresh approach, not only to this passage
but also to the whole structure of the Galatian letter, is argued by
Betz. Since he understands the letter as belonging to the apologetic
genre, the pericope 2.15-21 indeed 'conforms to the form, function,
and requirements of the propositio'. 35 According to this formal
observation, Betz divides the passage quite neatly into four units:36
2.15-16
•	
the point of agreement
(the doctrine of justification by faith)
2.17-18
	
the point of disagreement
(the consequence for Gentile Christians)
2.19-20
	
the exposition
(four theological theses)
2.21	
-	
the refutation
(denial of an accusation).
But this 'division' has some gross consequences. For example,
when 2.19-20 is explained in terms of 'four theological theses'
(2.19a; 2.19b; 2.20a and 2.20bc), Betz seems to ignore how the
various statements are interrelated; the three Se's in 2.20 are not
discussed fully (pp.121-25). On 2.15-16 as the point of agreement,
Betz identifies 2.15 as the 'self-definition' of Jewish Christians as
Jews and 2.16a as the 'self-definition' as Christians, and by so
doing 'removes' the uneasy inherent tension which has daunted many
exegetes.
37
 Another unique point is Betz's refusal to explain how 2.18
and 2.19-20 relate to 1141 14vocTo at 2.17d; once again the two
problematic connective 74's are not discussed (cf. pp.120-21). One
would suspect that Betz's reading of 2.15-21 is determined by his
'conclusion' that the passage could not be part of Paul's speech at
Antioch (p.114), and so in effect Paul's argument does not respond to
the (theological) issue which emerged in the Antioch Incident. 38
35
Betz, Gal, p.114.
36
Betz, Gal, pp.18-19, 115-25.
See Betz, Gal, p.115; compare the insistence by Bultmann, followed
by Klein, Feld and Bouwmann, that 2.15 is an independent sentence not
connected to 2.16.
37
38Cf. Betz, Gal, pp.119-21 on the interpretation of 'being found
sinners' in 2.17b and 'tearing down/building up' in 2.18.
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1.4.6. R. Kieffer ('Humankind'):
In a detailed exegetical and historical study on 2.14b-21,
Kieffer begins by arguing that Paul's argumentation is firmly related
to the conflict over table-fellowship at Antioch (2.11-14) and so the
debate must be seen in relation to the problem of Christian identity,
whether one could remain Jewish or Gentile. 39 Kieffer suggests that
the change of person or personal pronouns is a guide to the division
of the passage into six units: singular 'you' (2.14b); plural 'we'
(2.15-16); plural 'new we' (2.17); singular 'I' (2.18); singular 'new
I' (2.19-20); singular 'I' (2.21, as a general conclusion; pp.16-17).
On 2.15-16, Kieffer argues that a double opposition is implied: 40
the Jewish Christians are by origin different from the Gentile
Christians, because they knew the system of the works of Law.
But this regime [order of salvation] was proved to be useless
when it is a question of conversion to Christ; the Gentiles will
not be justified by a system they did not know earlier. In this
double opposition between Jews by origin and Gentile-sinners on
the one hand, and works of law and the faith in Jesus Christ on
the other, a union ['conjonction'] between Jewish Christians and
Gentile Christians results: the two groups are placed in future
on the same side on account of their justification effected by
Christ.
One crucial point in his argument is the interpretation of
v
avOpwnos at 2.16a. Following Klein, Kieffer insists that avOlawnos is
not used in the indefinite sense ('one'), but means 'Humankind'
(homme) in contrast to 'Jews by birth' or 'Gentiles' at 2.15. It is
argued that by introducing the word L'Opwnos at 2.16a, the historical
particularity of the Jews by birth is eliminated and abolished. 'La
frontiere que la Loi pouvait etablir entre "Juifs de naissance" et
"paiens-pecheurs" est abolie, puisque desormais tous sont consideres
comme "homme" devant Dieu' (p.50).
Another crucial point is the talk of a real death of the person
in the crucifixion with Christ at baptism and the creation of a new
life in Christ in place of the old in 2.19-20. 41 Therefore, at the end
of the exegetical study, Kieffer concludes that the solution for the
3 9Kieffer, Foi, pp.13-15, 17-25.
4 
°Kieffer, Foi, pp.38-39 (ET mine).
41See Kieffer, Foi, pp.67-75. Kieffer's argument depends very much on
reading the second 15 of 2.20a as a strong adversative 'but' (p.71;
following Mussner, Gal, p.182).
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crisis at Antioch, the answer for a mixed ethnic Christian community,
is to hold on to the important theological concept of a new
'Humankind' whereby the old distinction between Jews and Gentiles
disappeared because in the new dispensation all 'Humankind' rely on
their justification solely by faith in Christ (p.79). Thus in effect,
Kieffer argues that the new identity ('authentic I'; 4L) in Christ
has replaced the old, previous ethnic identity, whether he or she is
Jew or Gentile.
1.4.7. L. Gaston ('Two Ways'):
In recent years Paul's view of the Jewish Law has become a
central concern to those interested in the roots of 'Christian
anti-Semitism' 42 In response some scholars argue that Paul did not
believe that faith in Christ was necessary for Jews; (unbelieving)
Jews could experience God's grace and continue in their faithfulness
to Torah with its prescriptions for conduct, atonement and
repentance, and by this means be accepted by God. In their opinion,
faith in Jesus Christ was merely a way of allowing the Gentiles to
become part of God's chosen people apart from converting to Judaism.
In this case, they insist that for Paul the new privileges of faith
in Christ for the Gentiles in no way cancel or render ineffective
God's (prior) salvific grace to the Jews in Torah.
In 1986 Gaston attempted to offer an exegetical basis for this
'two way salvation' position even in 2.15-21. 43 Gaston believes that
the argument of 2.15-21 does not refer to Paul's disagreement with
Peter in Antioch, but instead 'sums up the narration.. .with special
reference to 1.15-16 [Paul's calling]' (p.68). He insists that the
first person plural 'we' at 2.15-17 refers not to Jews or Jewish
Christians, but to 'we [Paul and his co-workers?] who are engaged in
the Gentile mission' (p.68). Thus Gaston translates gvepwnos at 2.16a
as '[Gentile] human being' (p.65) insisting that 'Paul uses Adam or
anthropos to discuss the situation of specifically non-Jewish
42See, among others, R.R. Ruether, Faith and Fratricide (NY: SeaburY,
1974) and J.G. Gager, The Origins of Anti-Semitism (Oxford: OUP,
1983); cf. C. Klein, Anti-Judaism in Christian Theology (ET; London:
SPCK, 1978).
43L. Gaston, 'Paul and the Law in Galatians 2-3', [1986] in Paul,
pp.64-79, 208-12.
1.4. A Selective Survey 	 38
humanity' (p.66). Therefore, with reference to 2.16bcd, Gaston argues
that 'Paul too is justified, not on the basis of the faithfulness of
God on Sinai but through the faithfulness of Christ on Golgotha. Paul
describes in the purpose clause.. .what happens to Gentile believers
as a result of Paul's own commissioning and believing' .
44 
According to
Gaston, 'The distinction between Jew and Gentile is a fundamental one
for Paul, and it is not to be dissolved in favour of a "third race"
(p.69). In conclusion, Gaston asserts that 'Paul affirms the new
expression of the righteousness of God in Christ for the Gentiles and
for himself as Apostle to the Gentiles without in any sense denying
the righteousness of God expressed in Torah for Israel' (p.79).
In this highly 'experimental' paper, Gaston makes also some
curious observations. For example, he insists that 47a vOgov 'works
of law' is a subjective genitive, meaning the law when set apart from
the covenant works for human cursing; 45 the napaParyp at 2.18b
translated as 'apostate', referring to 'covenant breaker' (p.67); the
object of 'tearing down/building up' at 2.18a is the 'church' (p.71).
On translating Xpi.a.TOs Owpacy LELOavev (2.21b) as 'Christ has died as
a free gift' (p.66), Gaston insists that 'the Greek word (6wpecly ] in
itself always means "gratis, for nothing, without recompense, as a
gift", and is so used by Paul (Rom 3.24; 2 Cor 11.7) and in the NT
(Matt 10.8; 2 Thess 3.8; Rev 21.6; 22.17)' (p.67).
1.4.8. H. Neitzel and A. Suhl on 2.15:
While Klein and Ktimmel debate the
and the relationship of 2.15 to 2.16,
apaprwAoc can only mean 'sinners'
meaning of avOpwros at 2.16a
Neitzel and Suhl insist that
in the normal Pauline usage
(referring to Rom 3.7; 5.8, 19; 7.13) and so think it is quite
impossible for Paul to say 'Jews are not sinners' at 2.15. 46 They
suggest that the seeming difficulty could be overcome by a different
44Gaston, Paul, p.70. He maintains that at Phil 3.7-9 'Paul does not
deny the righteousness (= election) given through the Torah to Israel
when he affirms another righteousness given through Christ to
Gentiles and also chooses the latter possibility for himself' (p.78).
45
Gaston, Paul, p.69-70; cf. 'Works of Law as a Subjective Genitive'
[1984], in Paul, pp.100-106; see §3.3.2.(4). below.
46H. Neitzel, 'Zur Interpretation von Galater 2.11-21', TQ 163 (1983),
pp.15-39, 131-49, here p.24; Suhl, 'Galaterbrief', p.3103.
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rendering of 2.15, depending on what the negation OK refers to.
According to Neitzel, the structure of 2.15 consists of two parts
('Jews by birth and not Gentiles'; 'sinners') and both parts stand in
apposition to the first word wecs (p.18). Thus his construction of
the clause as below:
,t
ngeLs puTEL F IOU6MZOL KI:d. 01/K	 EftWil
&AOLIDTWAOL
Suhl attempts the construction slightly differently. While
agreeing with Neitzel that OUK does not qualify the noun apaptcoXot,
Suhl insists that only the word apapv,Aoi is related to the first
word lipas directly: 'We...sinners'.47
OUTCL '101AatOL
amapTwAoL
KWt AK EC E01,311
According to this syntactical construction, the contrast
indicated by 02JK is between 'Iovactioc. and Kai 01/K EC Z.Ovicw. Thus Suhl
argues that Paul has in mind 'Jews are also sinners, but only of a
different origin' . 48 Suhl argues also that 2.15-16 should be read as
one sentence, but insists that the ok at 2.16a is adversative.
49
According to Suhl, the whole argument of 2.15-16 is in the context of
conversion to Christian faith by Jews who are also sinners. 50
1.4.9. G.W. Hansen and R.N. Longenecker:
While Betz's application of rhetorical criticism is appreciated
by many, his analysis does not go unchallenged. We mentioned earlier
that Hansen (1989) and Longenecker (1990) make qualifications to
Betz's rhetorical analysis by drawing attention to the epistolary
structure (see §1.1.1. above). While they are in basic agreement with
47Suhl, 'Galaterbrief', p.3103; cf. Paulus. Pp.23-24; 'Der Beginn der
selbstandigen Mission des Paulus: Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des
Urchristentums', NTS 38 (1992), pp.430-47, here p.441.
48Suhl, 'Galaterbrief', p.3104-5. According to M. Barth, 'The Kerygma
of Galatians', Int 21 (1967), pp.131-46, here p.142 n42, this
suggestion is already found in Luther's first commentary on Galatians
(cf. 'Jews', p.247).
49Suhl, 'Galaterbrief', p.3099 against Klein; 3101 n129 on Kiimmel.
50See Suhl, 'Galaterbrief', pp.3099-3101, 3106.
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regard to 2.15-21 as the propositio within the rebuke section
(1.6-4.11), their analyses of the passage differ.
Hansen argues that the propositio is directly linked to Paul's
rebuking speech to Peter at Antioch, and divides the propositio into
three parts; (1) the point of agreement, 2.15-16; (2) the point of
disagreement, 2.17-18; and (3) the thesis statement, 2.19-21. 51
Longenecker, on the other hand, argues that the points of
disagreement consist of 2.17-20, first stated negatively in 2.17-18;
then positively in 2.19-20; 2.21 is the final concluding statement. 52
According to Longenecker, while 2.15-16 deals with the law as playing
no positive role in one's becoming a Christian (contra 'legalism'),
2.17-20 is on the law having no positive role in one's continuing
Christian living (contra 'nomism'). 53 Thus Paul is dealing with two
different issues. More telling is their different opinion on the
question of context: Longenecker insists that 'the passage should be
viewed as the propositional statement of Galatians' and thus be
removed from the Antioch Incident (p.83). In this case the old
question remains unsettled.
1.4.10. M. Bachmann (Sunder oder Obertreter):
Taking up the challenges of Sanders' new perspective and Betz's
rhetorical criticism, Bachmann (1992) seeks to read 2.15-21 afresh
and attempts even to analyse the structure of Galatians from the
character of the passage. 54 In identifying the crux of the problem
relating to the meaning of 'sinners' in 2.17b and napaPkrns at 2.18,
Bachmann believes that a study of Paul's argumentation with Ai
24VOLTO could help unlock the logic of 2.15-21 (pp.25-30). On the
function of 1211 TCVOLTO, Bachmann argues that Paul employs it as a
diatribe in a stereotypical manner: so IA TEVOLTO is always used in
51
See Hansen, Abraham, pp.100-108 for details.
52See Longenecker, Gal, pp.80-95 for details.
53
Longenecker, Gal, pp.82-83. In his opinion, 2.15-16 is taken up in
3.1-18; 2.17-20 in 3.19-4.7. His reading of Galatians reflects very
much his understanding of first century (Pharisaic) Judaism as
propounding 'legalism' and 'nomism' (p.86); cf. Paul, Apostle of
Liberty (NY: Harper & Row, 1964), pp.65-85.
54
Thus Bachmann's study (Sander) basically consists of two major
parts: 'Zur Struktur und Intention von 2,15-21' (pp.25-102) and 'Zum
Aufbau des Briefes' (pp.103-60).
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response to rhetorical questions; only the inferential part of the
question is false, thus 2.17 must be a realis; it is sometimes
accompanied by a change of person (e.g. from 'we' to 'I'); the reply
is supported by arguments based on experience and Scripture; the
reply may also be introduced in the form of a negative thesis or of
an implication (cf. pp.31-54).
On 2.17, Bachmann argues that cLaftwev KO l carrol ApapTwAot can
only refer to the act of conversion on the part of Jewish Christians
which is indicated by irco-ceixralicy in 2.16b (pp.37-38). But on the
second part of the false inferential question, Bachmann thinks there
is a certain break between 2.17ab and 2.17c, and even considers that
'Christ a minister of sin' might well refer to post-conversion
Christian living. 55 Then Bachmann argues that all the 'I' statements
in 2.18-21 are purely a lively rhetorical stylistic usage: 'Das Ich
ist...ausnahmslos Stilmittel, nicht (eigentlich) individuelles,
sondern typisches Ich'. 56 Furthermore, he insists that the first
person pronoun, whether singular 'I' (2.15-17) or plural 'we'
(2.18-21), indicates a marking off from the 'you' in 2.14b and from
the crisis of 2.13 (p.45).
Bachmann argues that while the refutations of 2.18 and 2.19ff
continue with the preceding argument, they are also distinct in
bringing forth new ideas and discussions (cf. pp.47-52). Thus he
contends that 2.18 may indeed form the central key, with the argument
running like: 57
denn wer im naheren oder weiteren Umkreis des Apostels Christus
für einen Diener der ainde, einen 'SUndenproduzenten' im
Christenleben, halt (s. V.17b [=17c]), wird damit uverbinden, daB
die Linie, die nach V.15f sozusagen von den cp7a p6mov zum
55
Bachmann, Sander, p.40: 'Auch inhaltlich ist vielmehr von einem
gewissen Bruch zwischen V.17a und V.17b auszugehen. Und das lazt die
MOglichkeit erwdgen, daB V.17b nich mehr von einer Funktion Christi
bei der Bekehrung von gebUrtigen Juden, sondern von einer solchen
hinsichtlich ihres christlichen Lebens spricht'; other views in n88.
56
Bachmann, Sander, pp.41-45, here p.45; referring to Schlier, Gal,
pp.96-97; Kammel, 'Individualgeschichte', pp.166-70; J. Becker, Der
Brief an die Galater (NTD 8; 17th edition; Gottingen: V&R, 1990),
p.30.
57
Bachmann, Sander, pp.53-54. With regard to napagoans at 2.18, the
problem lies with 'reestablishing' the validity of the Law which
would eventually lead to transgression of God's will (cf. Rom 4.15;
pp.46-47, 74-75).
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Glauben an Christus gefiihrt hatte, nicht unproblematisch ist,
der spezielle mit dieser Orientierung offenbar oder zumindest
scheinbar verbundene Abbau von Gesetzesbedeutung also rUckgangig
zu machen ist (s. V.18a). Wer derart denkt und handelt, erweist
sich, so urteilt Paulus dann gemall der Apodosis, als emn
nmpaglerns (s. V.18b)!
According to Bachmann, the Christ-event (Christusgeschehen)
spoken of in 2.19-20 is employed to clarify the argument against
2.18b. 58 He regards the conditional sentences of 2.18 and 2.21b, both
3	 Iintroduced in the form of et. 7ap, as parallel statements (pp.57-58).
Therefore Bachmann suggests that the structure of the pericope
consists of four units: 2.15-16; 2.17; 2.18 with 2.21; and 2.19-20. 59
Based upon the interpretation that 2.15-21 is a self-contained unit,
Bachmann goes on to 'demonstrate' how different parts of 2.15-21 are
being taken up in 3.1-6.17."
For our purpose we would like to highlight three exegetical
points which are crucial in Bachmann's reading. (1) He contends that
there is a break (or shift) in thought within 2.17, thus splitting
2.17ab as referring to initial justification from 2.17c as referring
to the problem of Christian living; (2) 2.18 does not merely support
the rejection IA Tkvovro, but introduces a new thesis into the
argument; (3) the pericope 2.15-21 forms the first round of the
argumentation and is considered an independent unit unconnected to
the Antioch Incident with 2.14b as the partitio.
1.4.11. J.A. Ziesler:
In a recent commentary on Galatians (1992), Ziesler insists that
one must take Sanders' new perspective on Judaism seriously because
583
Bachmann, Sander, p.54. On his modus-tollens structure of argument
in relation to 2.17-20, see pp.54-55 n146.
60:
Bachmann, Sander, pp.55-83; see diagram on p.59.
60
Bachmann, Sander, pp.110-150. In conclusion the letter is analyzed
as below (p.158):
1.1-5 Prescript
1.6-10	 prooemium
1.11-2.14 narratio
-ended with 2.14b as partitio
2.15-6.17 argumentatio
-2.15-21 (first demonstration)
-3.1-6.17 (second demonstration)
6.18	 'Eschatokoll'.
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there is no evidence that Paul was opposing such a merit-centred view
of salvation in his letters. 61 Zlesler identifies the central problem
in Galatians as 'whether when Gentiles become Christians they have to
accept circumcision and what it entails in order to be full members
of the people of God' (p.xiv). On the context of 2.15-21, following
Betz, he believes that 'the rebuke to Peter delivered at Antioch has
ended, and Paul now draws his conclusions for his Galatians
readers/hearers' (p.21).
On 'works of law', while Ziesler agrees with Dunn that the
phrase refers to the three great 'identity markers' of the Jewish
community, namely circumcision, dietary laws and the Sabbath, he
insists that 'most of Paul's argument is about the law without
qualification or restriction (e.g. 2.19, 21; 3.11, 12, 19, 21, 23,
24; 4.21; 5.4 etc)' (p.25). Ziesler also disputes Dunn's rendering of
cay #1.4 in the exceptive sense, because it is unlikely that Paul makes
'a significant argumentative move in the middle of the verse from the
Jewish Christian normal position to his own, without making the shift
even half clear' (p.24). On the logic of Paul's argument in 2.18,
Ziesler explains that the problem is the definition of sin:
the real sin is not to sit loose to things like circumcision and
dietary laws (as Paul's opponents presumably think). The real
sin would rather be to start insisting all over again on law-
observance as a condition of being in God's people, for that
would amount to saying that Christ and faith in him were not
enough. It would also be to re-assert the division between Jew
and Gentile. The point is that for Paul the distinction between
sinner and righteous is no longer determined simply by the Torah
(p.27)
On napaperans (2.18b), Ziesler insists that it refers to the
infringement of 'God's will' because the word 'law' simply does not
%	 I
occur (pp.22, 28). As for the enigmatic phrase &a yoga° at 2.19a,
Ziesler suggests that Paul's autobiographical account in 1.13-16
could be a hint: 'it was through the law (i.e. through his zealous
devotion to the law) that he came to meet Christ and then died to the
law' (p.22). The focus of Succuomtivil in 2.21b is on 'living as God's
people' which perhaps reflects 'the issue at Antioch which was
61
Ziesler, Gal, p.xv. Ziesler remarks that since 'perspectives on Paul
have changed considerably in the last fifteen years' older works
would not reflect this important change (p.xii).
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primarily not about how one enters the people of God but about how
one lives within it' • 62
1.4.12. Others:
There are still many other variations on the above diversity of
views. For example, W. Schmithals argues that the address by Paul to
Peter at Antioch consists of only 2.15-18, though 2.19-21 are
connected to 2.15ff in form. 63 But Fung argues strongly that 2.15-21
should be understood as one unit: the two 74's at 2.18 and 2.19
introduce the reasons for Paul's rejection at 2.17d, and the idea of
OLKMLOTOVn at 2.21b (meaning justification) refers back to 2.15-16. 64
Fitzmyer, while following Betz's rhetorical analysis of Galatians as
a polemical letter quite closely, insists that the objection (ii
.?4vouro) by Paul at 2.17 is followed by two reasons: the first in
2.18 and the second in 2.19. 65
 F.J. Matera insists that Paul's
response to the objection at 2.17 is followed by three reasons:
reestablishing the Law would show that Paul is a transgressor (2.18);
Paul has died to the Law (2.19-20); and the Law does not grant
righteousness (2.21). 66
On St& vc;gov at 2.19a, D. LUhrmann, among many others, argues
that it refers to the role of the law in the death of Christ: 'Im
Kreuz Christi namlich hebt das Gesetz sich selber auf, wie Paulus in
3.13 zeigen wird'. 67 But Bruce and U. Borse suggest that &a vogov may
well refer to Paul's personal experience, for the zeal of the law led
62
Ziesler, Gal, p.30; cf. The Meaning of Righteousness in Paul (SNTSMS
20; Cambridge: CUP, 1972), p.174.
63W. Schmithals, Paul and 'lames (SBT 46; ET; London: SCM, 1965),
pp.72-77.
64
Fung, Gal, pp.112-26, esp. p.125 n81. Fung, p.120, following KUmmel,
reads 2.18 as the negative proof and 2.19-20 as the positive one in
support of Paul's rejection at 2.17d.
65
Fitzmyer, 'Gal', 47:19; he believes also that 'the résumé of Paul's
gospel in 2.15-21 sounds like an outline of Rom 1-8, with the same
progress of thought' (47:9).
66
F.J. Matera, Galatians (Sacra Pagina 9; Collegeville: Liturgical
Press, 1992), pp.98-99, 102-104.
671
D. LUhrmann, Der Brief an die Ga/ater (ZBNT 7; 2nd edition; Zurich:
Theologischer Verlag, 1988), p.45.
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him to persecute the church (cf. Phil 3.6). 68
In a study on 2.11-21, P.C. BOttger argues against Sanders that
Paul's rejection of the Law as a way of salvation is anthropological
rather than Christological. 69 The problem with the Law lies with
humankind being trapped in sin, submitted to its condemnation and
unable to escape from the power of the Law (p.96; cf. p.92 on 2.18).
However, BOttger insists that 'der Ablehnung des Gesetzes als
Heilsweg bei Paulus keine Ablehnung des jUdischen Volkes wird. Juden
und Christen haben die \Tater gemeinsam' (p.100; cf. Rom 11.28).
1.4.13. Summary - Main Exegetical Questions:
There is no doubt that the flow of argument in 2.15-21 is not
easy to follow; together with this problem, certain key words and
phrases are also extraordinarily difficult to decode. As a
preparation for our exegetical study, we would like to highlight some
of the main problems as follows:
(1) Is Betz's rhetorical analysis Jf Galatians as apologetic
letter correct? Is it right to identify 2.15-21 as the propositio,
which then implies that Paul's argument does not relate immediately
to the Antioch Incident (also Fitzmyer; Longenecker; cf. Bachmann's
argumentatio)?
(2) What is the main issue in 2.15-21? Is Paul mainly concerned
with justification by faith, the question of 'getting in' (e.g. Betz;
Suhl; Fitzmyer; Fung; Bachmann)? Or is Paul also talking about
'living as God's people', the issue of 'staying in' (Dunn; Ziesler;
cf. Longenecker)? What does Paul mean by Screacoollivn at 2.21b? Why
does Paul say OuccuottaL (present tense) at 2.16a (cf. Dunn)?
(3) What does Paul mean by the unique phrase 47m v4Lov? Why
does Paul contrast 'works of law' with 'faith of/in Christ' and
reject the 'works of law' at 2.16? Is it because of human inability
to keep the Law perfectly (Wilckens; Mussner; Moo)? Or does Paul
object to the very act of obeying the Law as being sinful (Blank;
Schlier)? Is Dunn correct in reading 47a v4lov as Jewish covenant
68:
Bruce, Gal, p.143; U. Borse, Der Brief an die Galater (RNT;
Regensburg: Pustet, 1984), p.117.
69:
P.C. BOttger, 'Paulus und Petrus in Antiochien. Zum Verstândnis von
Galater 2.11-21', NTS 37 (1991), pp.77-100.
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markers (identity-confirming and boundary-defining acts) such as the
particular observance of circumcision, food laws and Sabbath? With
respect to 2.21b, why does Paul think aucceLoorimn is not 'through the
Law'? Does Paul begin with his exclusivistic Christology and argue
'from solution to plight' (Sanders)? Or does Paul argue 'from plight
to solution' (Thielman)?
(4) What is the meaning of ag	 iagrwAot n 2.15 and 2.17b? Does it
always refer to 'sinners' in the moral sense (Lambrecht)? What does
Paul mean by 'Gentile sinners' at 2.15? How should the syntax be
understood in 2.15 (cf. Neitzel; Suhl)? What is the context of 'being
found sinners' at 2.17b? Does it refer to the act of conversion (cf.
2.16b; Lightfoot; Betz; Bachmann)? Or does it refer to the continued
living of Christian life (as in the Antioch Incident; Burton)?
(5) What is the meaning of gv*Ixonos at 2.16a? Does Paul mean
'new Humanity', a 'third race' in contrast to Jews and Gentiles (so
Klein; Kieffer)? Or does it refer specifically to 'Gentiles' only,
the non-Jewish humanity (Gaston)? Or does it simply mean 'one', used
in the indefinite sense?
(6) Related to the last two problems is the sentence structure
of 2.15-16. Is it one long complicated sentence (Kiimmel; Suhl)? Or
does it consist of two separate sentences, 2.15 and 2.16 (Bultmann;
Klein)? How do the different clauses relate to one another (cf. Betz;
Ebeling)? Does Paul argue from 'the Jewish Christian position' in
2.16a to his own formulation in 2.16bcd (so Dunn)? Is it possible for
Paul to make such a significant argumentative move in the middle of
the sentence (cf. Raisdnen; HUbner; Bruce; Longenecker; Bachmann;
Ziesler)?
(7) Is 2.17 a realis (Lightfoot; Burton) or an irrealis (Betz)?
/
What does IA TevoLto object to? Is there a detectable pattern in
Paul's usage (cf. Bachmann)? Is 2.17 a statement (Bultmann) or a
question? Is 2.17 uttered by Peter (Feld; Bouwman)? What is the logic
of the opposition ('Christ is a minister of sin'; 2.17c), and why is
it rejected by Paul?
(8) How do 2.18 and 2.19-20 relate to the argument of 2.17? Is
2.18 the point of disagreement and 2.19-20 the exposition of four
theses (Betz)? Does 74 at 2.18 signal the beginning of a new section
(Lambrecht; Buscemi)? Or is the objection (01 Tvinto) supported by
further clarifications, introduced by 74 at 2.18 and 2.19-20 (Fung;
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Fitzmyer; cf. Bachmann)? Does 2.21 also support the objection
(Matera)? How do 2.18 and 2.19-20 support the objection to the
accusation 'Christ is a minister of sin'? Does the 'I' in 2.18 refer
to Paul himself? Does Paul employ the 'I' statements only in a
stylistic rhetorical sense (Kimmel; Bachmann)?
(9) What does Paul mean by 'dying to Law' and 'living to God' at
2.19a? What does he mean by aac vLmou? Does the phrase refer to the
moral effect of the Law in revealing sin (Lightfoot)? Or does it
refer to the role of the Law in the death of Christ (Liihrmann)? Or
does it refer to the role of the Law in Paul's personal experience as
a persecutor (Bruce; Ziesler)? What does Paul mean by 'co-crucifixion
with Christ' (2.19b)? What role does this motif play in the argument
of 2.19-20? What does Paul mean by 'living cv nurzet.' at 2.20b?
(10) Further questions which run beyond 2.15-21 also cannot be
ignored. How does Paul understand the (new) faith in Messiah Jesus in
relation to Judaism, or more properly Judaisms (plural)? 70
 Does Paul
already assume the separation of the early Christian movement from
Judaism (Sanders; Rdisanen)? Or does Paul intend to break the church
away from the synagogue (Watson)? Or does Paul intend to remain
within Judaism, but seek to redefine the Jewish traditions (Dunn)?
Does Paul believe in 'two ways of salvation', that faith in Christ is
only a new privilege for Gentiles which does not cancel God's
previous gift of Torah to the Jewish people (Gaston)?
70
It is now widely recognised that there was no single, uniform type
of Judaism during this second Temple period; cf. Judaisms and their
Messiahs at the Turn of the Christian Era (edited by J. Neusner, W.S.
Green and E. Frerichs; Cambridge: CUP, 1987); A.F. Segal, The Other
Judaisms of Late Antiquity (BJS 127; Atlanta: Scholars, 1987).
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1.5. PLAN OF STUDY
It is clear from the preceding review that one of the main
problem areas concerns the flow of Paul's argumentation. Since the
basic structure of 2.15-21 is analysed variously by different
exegetes, we will seek to study the passage carefully and to follow
the flow of thought closely as far as we can. It therefore seems best
for us to proceed with the discussion verse by verse and with
detailed analysis of the text.
It is necessary not only to take into consideration the
rhetorical function of the passage within the letter (Betz;
Longenecker) but also to ask how Paul's argument or theological
formulation relates to the crisis of Jewish Christians at Antioch, if
any, and to the later crisis faced by Gentile Christians in Galatia
(Watson; Barclay). As a study on a key Pauline text, it will be
necessary for us to interact with various discussions of Pauline
theology and to assess various views when necessary. But our study
remains basically an attempt to follow Paul's argument in 2.15-21
carefully, both theologically and grammatically. Even so, since
2.15-21 contains so many key features of Paul's theology in nuce, we
hope our sustained detail study on 2.15-21 may contribute to a better
understanding of Paul's theological thinking as a whole.
But before we can proceed immediately with our detailed study
verse by verse, we need to locate 2.15-21 in the letter. Three
questions immediately come to the fore: (1) How does Paul's
argumentation at 2.15-21 relate to the Antioch Incident at 2.11-14?
(2) If the two passages are not unrelated, then we have to ask, what
was the fundamental crisis at Antioch that called for Paul's
theological response? (3) What is the more recent crisis in the
Galatian churches, and how does this passage 2.15-21 relate to the
problem of Gentile Christians? Since these are crucial questions, and
may indeed affect our reading of 2.15-21 one way or the other, we
shall deal with these preliminary questions in Chapter 2.
For the sake of presentation in the main study, we will propose
a preliminary general outline for the pericope 2.15-21 in §2.4. Based
upon the suggested outline we will then discuss the passage in five
smaller units: 2.15-16; 2.17; 2.18; 2.19-20; 2.21 (Chapters 3-7).
Certain key Pauline words and phrases which are controversial (such
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as CtmapTwAoi in 2.15 and 2.17b; 47a v6mou, irLaTcs XpLatot, 45LicalaSco
-in 2.16; Tuirraupow in 2.19b) will be discussed in relation to the
context of the overall argument. In most cases we will begin by
introducing various views on the problem, and then come to our own
conclusion as to what is the best explanation possible in the
context, though we can hardly avoid leaving several problems
unresolved.
Our hope is that the limited scope of this study (only seven
verses!) will not only help us to come closer to understanding what
Paul is arguing for in the letter, but also why he so argues, the
real reason underlying Paul's basic conviction and argumentation
(Sanders). It is our wish that the study will contribute to a better
understanding of Paul, not least in his struggle to defend 'the truth
of the gospel' for Gentile Christian believers in Galatia in the
first century, but also because of the continuing relevance of Paul's
theological struggle for the Christian Church today.
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CRApTER Two
SOME PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS
In order to come to a better understanding of Paul's argument in
2.15-21, one cannot isolate the passage but has to pay close
attention to questions relating to its context. In the last chapter
we came to the conclusion that three main issues are crucial for our
understanding of 2.15-21. (1) How does 2.15-21 relate to the Antioch
Incident in the preceding section 2.11-14? How closely related are
the two pericopes? In what sense or degree is Paul's argument related
to the crisis at Antioch? (2) What was at stake at Antioch? What was
the burning issue in the Antioch Incident to which Paul might be
responding in some measure in 2.15ff? (3) Finally, what is the wider
immediate context, the more recent crisis in the Galatian Churches,
to which Paul's argument in 2.15-21 is certainly related? Since the
first question is going to determine how one understands 2.15-21 in
relation to the Antioch Incident and so also to the Galatian
situation, we would need 'to look more closely at how 2.15-21
functions within the letter, especially in the light of Betz's
challenge (§2.1). Then we shall move on to discuss 2.11-14, how Paul
describes the incident at Antioch and what was the crisis there as
seen by Paul ( .52.2), and finally we shall attempt to clarify the more
recent crisis in the Galatian churches (§2.3). In this preliminary
chapter, we wish to clarify some of the burning issues and to prepare
the ground for our detailed analysis of Paul's argument in 2.15-21. A
preliminary outline for the structure of 2.15-21 will be discussed at
§2.4.
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2.1. EPISTOLARY-RHETORICAL ANALYSIS AND THE CONTEXT OF 2.15-21
2.1.1. Introduction:
The first issue, how 2.11-14 and 2.15-21 are precisely related,
is particularly important for exegetes; it affects to some degree
their reading of the passage. For example: With whom is Paul
debating? What does it mean by Trgairres OLKotweivaL XpLaTie'
('seeking to be justified in Christ'; 2.17a)? Does it refer to the
'conversion' experience of Jewish Christians (cf. 'we believed in
Christ Jesus' 2.16b)? Or does it refer to the wider context of
Christian living, as indicated by the common table-fellowship between
Jewish and Gentile Christians at Antioch (cf. 2.11-14)? What does
Paul mean by tcpaprwAot in 2.15b and 2.17b? In what sense were 'we
found amaprwAoL' (2.17b)?
On the issue of the relationship between 2.11-14 and 2.15-21,
scholarly opinion is divided. Some argue that Paul abruptly ceased
discussion of the Antioch incident at the end of 2.14, and that his
reply to Peter consists only of the question in 2.14b!' In complete
contrast, J. Bligh has even argued that Paul's speech extended as far
as 5.10a: 'the Antioch Discourse included the whole of the second
main division, minus 4.11-20, plus the opening section 2.15-3.4 and
the concluding section 4.31-5.10 (with 6.16-18)'. 2 Most scholars
would take a middle position, saying that Paul addresses Peter (and
the Jewish Christians) formally, and the Galatians materially. It is
only at 3.1 that Paul turns directly to the Galatian Gentile
Christians. 3
1
E.g. T. Zahn, Der Brief des Paulus an die Galater (HKNT 9; Leipzig:
Deichert, 1905), pp.119-20; R.T. Stamm, 'The Epistle to the
Galatians', IB, vol 10 (Nashville: Abingdon, 1953), p.482; R. Bring,
Commentary on Galatians (ET; Philadelphia: Muhlenberg, 1961),
pp.79-80, 86; Kiimmel, 'Individualgeschichte', pp.161-62; Ziesler,
Gal, p.21.
2
J. Bligh, Galatians (London: St Paul, 1969), p.236. He also argues
that all of Galatians is carefully structured in terms of chiasmus,
that 4.1-10 is the 'central Chiasm' upon which his 'symmetrical
structure of Galatians' is built (cf. pp.37-42; outline on p.39). See
also the criticism by C.K. Barrett, 'The Allegory of Abraham, Sarah,
and Hagar in the Argument of Galatians', [1976] Essays on Paul
(London: SPCK, 1982), pp.154-70, here pp.155-57.
35o Schlier, Gal, p.87: 'Offenbar sind auch die VV.15-21 als Rede
egnporrOcv nlarrwv und also als Fortsetzung der Rede, die mit V.14
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A recent attempt to defend the first view is that of Betz with
his sophisticated rhetorical analysis of Galatians as an example of
the 'apologetic letter' genre (see §1.1.1. above). In Betz's opinion,
since 2.15-21 is the propositio, whose main function is to sum up the
legal content of the narratio and to provide an easy transition to
the probatio, Paul's argument in 2.15-21 does not really relate
closely to the Antioch episode. Thus one can perceive a break in
between 2.11-14 and 2.15-21.
If Betz is correct (followed by Longenecker), then one needs
only to take account of the more recent crisis in the Galatian
churches for interpreting Paul's argument in 2.15-21; the crisis at
Antioch becomes not so important. But if the majority view is
correct, should we not be more precise on the nature of 'double
audience'? Thus in the following discussion we would like to take the
opportunity to clarify questions like, With whom is Paul debating at
2.15-21? Are they Jewish Christians who were at Antioch or those who
have come to Galatia, or Gentile Christians in Galatia? How does
2.15-21 relate to the whole letter? Why is 2.15-21 included?
2.1.2. Criticisms of Betz's Rhetorical Analysis:
One must agree that Betz's commentary on Galatians has marked a
very significant step forward in biblical exegesis, especially in
begann, von Paulus gedacht' (cf. pp.88, 104). Others include e.g. W.
Baird, 'Galatians', HBC, pp.1204-11, here p.1207; Barclay, Obeying,
pp.76-77; Becker, Gal, p.29; Borse, Gal, p.112; BOttger, 'Paulus',
pp.78-86; Bruce, Gal, p.136; B. Byrne, 'Sons of God' - 'Seed of
Abraham' (AnBib 83; Rome: Biblical Institute, 1979), p.143; L.
Cerfaux, 'The Letter to the Galatians', in Introduction to the New
Testament (ET; edited by A. Robert and A. Feuillet; NY: Descles,
1965), pp.400-12, here p.404; R.A. Cole, Galatians (TNTC; 2nd
edition; Leicester: IV?, 1989), p.119; Cousar, Gal, p.50; G.S.
Duncan, The Epistle of Paul to the Galatians (MNTC; London: Hodder &
Stoughton, 1934), p.64; Dunn, 'Incident', JPL, pp.158, 172 n117;
Ebeling, Truth, p.119; D. Guthrie, Galatians (NCBC; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1973), p.86; Howard, Paul, p.24; K. Kertelge, 'Zur Deutung
des Rechtfertigungsbegriffs im Galaterbrief'„ DZ 12 (1968),
pp.211-22, here p.212; M.J. Lagrange, Saint Paul, Epitre aux Galates
(EBib; 2nd edition; Paris: Gabalda, 1925), pp.45-46; H. Lietzmann, An
die Galater (HNT 10; 3rd edition; TUbingen: JCB Mohr, 1932), p.15;
Liihrmann, Gal, p.41; H.A.W. Meyer, The Epistle to the Galatians (ET;
Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1884), p.110; Mussner, Gal, p.135; Oepke,
Gal, p.87; J. Rohde, Der Brief ries Paulus an die Galater (THKNT 9;
Berlin: Evangelische, 1989), p.103; Watson, Paul, pp.61, 67-78.
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view of the growing interest in rhetorical criticism among exegetes.
4
However, there is a growing number of scholars who are not satisfied
with his analysis of Galatians as an apologetic letter; 5 others, like
Longenecker and Hansen, have rightly argued for more emphasis on
reading Galatians as a letter. 6 In terms of reading the letter as a
whole, knowledge of ancient epistolography, Greco-Roman rhetorical
traditions and how the two disciplines might be integrated in certain
'literary' letters could be very useful in shedding light on how Paul
employs the skill of letter writing to advance his argument.
7
 But
space forbids us to go into all the details in this thesis. With
respect to our present investigation, we can only concentrate on the
crucial question: Is Betz's designation of 2.15-21 as the propositio
in terms of forensic rhetoric, which would imply that Paul's
argumentation does not relate directly to the Antioch episode,
correct?
In recent critique of Betz, three observations have counted most
heavily against him. (1) At first sight, the presence of narratio in
chapters 1-2 seems to support Betz's assigning Galatians to the
judicial genre. But, according to Aristotle (Ars rhetorica 3.16.11),
narratio is often missing in deliberative speech, 'because no one can
4 See the review article by B. Fiore, 'NT Rhetoric and Rhetorical
Criticism', ABD 5:715-19; cf. Furnish, 'Pauline Studies', pp.322-24;
D.F. Watson, 'The New Testament and Greco-Roman Rhetoric: A
Bibliography', JETS 31 (1988), pp.465-72; M.A. Powell, The Bible and
Modern Literary Criticism (NY: Greenwood, 1992), pp.1-19.
5E.g. Gaventa, 'Galatians'; F. Vouga, 'Zur rhetorischen Gattung des
Galaterbriefs', ZNW 79 (1988), pp.291-92; Cosgrove, Cross, pp.24-31;
Matera, Gal, p.11.
6An earlier attempt to analyse Galatians as a letter is made by J.L.
White, The Form and Function of the Body of the Greek Letter (SBLDS
2; Missoula: Scholars, 1972), esp. pp.49-56.
70n ancient epistolography, see esp. J.L. White, Light from Ancient
Letters (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986); 'Ancient Greek Letters', in
GRLNT, pp.85-105; 'New Testament Epistolary Literature in the
Framework of Ancient Epistolography', in ANRW 11.25.2 (1984),
pp.1730-56; cf. W.G. Doty, Letters in Primitive Christianity
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 	 1973); N.A.	 Dahl,	 'Letter',	 IDBSup,
pp.538-41; J.A. Fitzmyer, 'Introduction to the New Testament
Epistles', NJBC 45:1-21. On how rhetoric could have influenced
epistolography, see A.J. Malherbe, Ancient Epistolary Theorists
(Atlanta: Scholars, 1988), pp.1-14, with ancient texts on pp.15-81;
Aune, Literary, pp.158-225; S.K. Stowers, Letter Writing in Greco-
Roman Antiquity (LEC 5; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1986).
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narrate things to come; but if there is narrative, it will be of
things past, in order that, being reminded of them, the hearers may
take better counsel about the future'. 8 And Quintilian (institutio
oratoria 3.8.11) recognizes also that one might find narratio being
introduced in deliberative rhetoric. 9 Thus Kennedy is quite right to
remind us that 'all species of rhetoric make use of narrative, but
they use it for different purposes and in different ways' and it is
very possible that Paul's use of narrative in Galatians is intended
to establish his ethos and to support his claim of the truth of the
gospel. lo Hall also argues that Paul's particular use of narratio
could indeed function 'as part of the proof, advancing reasons why
some future action should be taken' in a deliberative speech.11
(2) It is questionable whether Galatians should be regarded as
belonging to the forensic genre, as Kennedy rightly points out, 'what
Paul is leading to in chapters 1-4 is the exhortation of chapters
5-6'. 12 The presence of the exhortation of 5.1-6.10 strongly indicates
that the epistle is basically hortatory in nature, deliberative in
intent. 13 Thus the strong future orientation of the letter renders
8
Aristotle, 'Art', p.451. See Kennedy, Interpretation, p.24; Lyons,
Pauline, p.175; Hughes, Early, pp.36-38.
9
Cf. Hughes, Early, p.33.
10
Kennedy, Interpretation, p.145; cf. Quintilian, Institutio oratoria
3.8.10-11, 4.2.11-12. On persuasion, three kinds of argument could be
used: (1) ethos, an appeal to the good character of the audience; (2)
pathos, an appeal to their emotions; and (3) logos, an appeal to
their reason. See Aristotle, Ars rhetorica 1.2.3-6; Quintilian,
Institutio oratoria 6.2.9-12 (cf. Kennedy, Interpretation, pp.15-16;
Aune, Literary, p.199; Mack, Rhetoric, pp.35-36).
11
Hall, 'Rhetorical', p.280. Hall goes on to argue that 'these
defensive elements in the letter do not imply that Galatians is
judicial or that it is partially judicial and partially deliberative.
Instead they form one mode of ethical proof supporting the
deliberative intent of the letter: Galatians is one of those works in
which a characteristic of one species of rhetoric serves as a topic
of persuasion in another. Those defensive elements of Galatians that
might at first suggest assigning Galatians to the judicial species of
rhetoric fit well the analysis of Galatians as deliberative' (p.282).
12
Kennedy, Interpretation, p.146.
13
Kennedy, Interpretation, p.145. Hall, 'Rhetorical', p.281 and Smit,
'Letter', p.19 draw attention to the strategy of weighing the
advantage and disadvantage against each other at 5.2-6 as a
characteristic feature of deliberative rhetoric. On appeal to
'self-interest' in order to motivate an audience to accept and to act
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Betz's judicial reading very unlikely: 'the letter looks to the
immediate future, not to judgment of the past, and the question to be
decided by the Galatians was not whether Paul had been right in what
he had said or done, but what they themselves were going to believe
and to do'. 14
Thus if Paul's letter to the Galatians does not belong to the
forensic genre, then Betz's designation of 2.15-21 as the propositio
which is not linked to the narratio is also called into question. In
fact Kennedy prefers to call 2.15-21 'an epicheireme, or argument
with the parts fully stated, which provides the conclusion to the
first heading, Paul's authority, and introduces the specific issue
which Paul must examine, the question of the law' • 15
(3) A more devastating criticism of Betz's reading of narratio
is that by Lyons. In an extensive study of Greco-Roman
autobiographies (Cicero, Isocrates, and Demosthenes), Lyons found
parallels with Paul's autobiographical statements in 1.10-2.21 (also
1 Thess 1.2-3.13) and argues that the rhetorical antitheses do not
necessarily reflect a point-by-point rebuttal of hypothetical
charges. 16 On the contrary, the autobiographical narrative should be
read as Paul's effort to demonstrate his ethos (character) to his
readers and to define himself as one whom God has used whose life can
serve as an edifying example. 17 According to this perception, Paul
employs autobiography not to defend himself from the charges of
opponents, but to demonstrate the consistency between his own
on a recommended course of action in future, see Aristotle, Ars
rhetorica 1.3.5; Cicero, De inventione 2.51.156 ('In the deliberative
type, however, Aristotle accepts advantage as the end, but I prefer
both honor and advantage'); De inventione 2.56.168-169; De oratore
2.81.333-337; Quintilian, Institutio oratoria 3.8.1; [Pseudo-Cicero),
Rhetorica ad Herennium 3.2.3 (cf. Aune, Literary, p.199; Kennedy.
Interpretation, pp.36-37).
14
Kennedy, Interpretation, p.146. The exhortation had indeed caused
Betz some difficulty (Gal, pp.253-54). See also the criticisms by
Aune, 'Review', pp.325-26; Hall, 'Rhetorical', p.281.
15.
Kennedy, Interpretation, p.148; see also pp.17, 90.
16
Lyons, Pauline, pp.17-73 on autobiography in antiquity and how
biography should be properly read; pp.75-121 for criticism of Betz
and many others for excessive, uncontrolled 'mirror reading' of
Paul's antithetical remarks in the search for Paul's opponents.
17
Cf. Lyons, Pauline, pp.136-76, 223-27.
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behaviour and the gospel he preaches. Lyons concludes that 2.11-21 is
to be seen as one unit which 'functions much like the customary
autobiographical criympLal.s topoi, which compares and contrasts the
ethos of the autobiographer with that of other exemplary
individuals' 18 Thus the very strong reason why Betz regarded
Galatians as an apologetic letter based on the narratio is
undermined, and so also his designation of 2.15-21 is the propositio
according to the forensic genre.
From the above discussion, we have to conclude that Betz's
insistence that 2.15-21 as the propositio which is not related
directly to the Antioch episode is quite unjustified. On the
contrary, the alternative picture is all the more likely. 19 In fact,
the 'majority' view is quite right to insist that it is very unlikely
that Paul's reply to Peter should be limited only to the question in
%	 C.	 •	 ) %
2.14b (coL O '10UOMLOS unmpxwv cftuck KML OUXL 'IOU6M1KWS CPS, R3S
%	 1
TM eftll avalwaCeLs Lovacactv), for the thought of the verse is
incomplete without the explanation which follows.
20
 The recurrence of
'Jews'	 ('IouSatos,	 'Iouaatot)	 and 'Gentiles'	 (&$1,1),
amapTwAoL) in 2.14b and 2.15 also links the two sections. 21
According to Lyons, the structure of 1.10-2.21 can indeed be
analysed in accordance with conventional autobiographical topoi: 22
18
Lyons, Pauline, p.134; cf. pp.27-29. Lyons notes also that Galatians
should be properly understood as a deliberative letter, pp.170-76.
19So Kennedy, Interpretation, p.148; Lyons, Pauline, p.134; Hall,
'Rhetorical', p.286; Smit, 'Letter', pp.11-12; Hansen, Abraham,
p.100; Aune, Literary, pp.190, 207. Contra Betz, Gal, p.114;
Brinsmead, Gal, p.51; Longenecker, Gal, p.83.
20So Burton, Gal, p.111; Schlier, Gal, p.87: 'V.14 allein FLAtte ja
keinen Sinn'; Meyer, Gal, p.110; Schiltz, Paul, p.152; Smit, 'Letter',
p.3; Fung, Gal, p.105. Contra Bachmann's insistence that 2.14b
functions as the partitio which separates 2.15-21 from the Antioch
episode (Sander, p.45, cf. pp.152-58).
21Cf. P.J. Tomson, Paul and the Jewish Law (CRINT III, Vol 1; Assen:
Van Gorcum, 1990), p.229; Watson, Paul, p.67.
22
Lyons, Pauline, p.135; followed by Aune, Literary, p.190; J.L.
Bailey and L.D.V. Broek, Literary Forms in the New Testament ( London:
SPCK, 1992), pp.25-26. At this juncture, it is perhaps necessary to
discuss the suggestion made by Hester. He recently changed his mind
and withdrew his earlier view that 2.11-14 is a digression
('Placing', p.282; cf. 'Rhetorical', pp.231-33). Hester now argues
that Galatians can be categorized as a 'letter of blame' (pp.288-91)
and 1.11-2.21 is the encomium with a lengthy elaborated 6LAcrios
(p.306). He contends that the structure could be analysed as follows
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IrpooLgLo
avamtpoOn
A. 1.13-14
B. 1.15-17
TracEeLs
A. 1.18-20
B. 1.21-24
C. 2.1-10
crLTicpurcs
A. 2.11-14
B. 2.15-21
,
entAoTos
1.10-12	 -Paul's divine gospel
1.13-17	 -Paul's ethos
-As a persecutor of the church
-As a preacher of the gospel
1.18-2.10 -Paul's conduct
-In Jerusalem
-In Syria and Cilicia
-In Jerusalem
2.11-20	 -Cephas and Paul
-Incidental: In Antioch
-General: Paul and Jewish Christians
2.21	 -Paul does not nullify divine grace.
If Paul's argumentation in 2.15-21 is a continuation of his
address to Peter (2.14b), then the first person plural flpets at the
beginning of 2.15 should include at least Peter and Paul himself,
Jews who have come to believe in Christ. 23 On the other hand, when
Paul turns to the Galatians directly, he addressed them in second
person plural 'you' (cf. 3.1-5). We can therefore quite safely infer
that Paul's discussion in 2.15-21 is in the first instance at least
initially, if not primarily, directed at questions and concerns of
Jewish Christians who had been caught up in the Antioch Incident. 24
2.1.3. Observations on 2.15-21 within the Letter:
(pp.295-96):
1.11-12
1.13-14
1.15-17
1.18-24
2.1-14
2.15-21
npool.pLov (prologue)
epos (race and origins)
avaTtpoOn (education)
upaEcts (achievements)
atiTKpLmLs (comparison)
Chreia 2.14)
muxoyos (epilogue)
But in our opinion, to categorize Paul's self-description of his
'former life (avaa-rpoA) in Judaism' at 1.13-14 as the nvos topic, a
reference to the ancestry or birth (p.298), is hardly what the word
avacrpm/4 implies. The word occurs twice in Eph 4.22; 1 Tim 4.12; and
six times in 1 Pet (1.15, 18; 2.12; 3.1, 2, 16) with an emphasis upon
behaviour or the ethical aspect of conduct (see BAGD, 4vamtpoOn'
[61]). The context itself also suggests that Paul's concern is not
his 'birth' but his 'former behaviour' as a persecutor of the church
in contrast to his 'present commitment' as preacher of the gospel to
the Gentils (1.15-16).
23So Barrett, Freedom, p.18; Barth, 'Jews', p.246 n5; Becker, Gal,
p.29; Cousar, Gal, p.50; Dunn, 'Incident', JPL, p.172 n117; Ebeling,
Truth, p.119; Fung, Gal, p.105; Matera, Gal, p.92; Mussner, Gal,
p.167; Schlier, Gal, p.87.
24:
Rightly Dunn, 'Incident', JPL, p.158; Barclay, Obeying, p.83.
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How does Paul's argumentation with Peter and other Jewish
Christians in 2.15-21 fit into the larger context of the letter? Why
does Paul include 2.15-21 here? How does this dialogue with Jewish
Christians contribute to his persuasion to the majority Gentile
Christians at Galatia - the problem of `double audience'? We cannot
answer all these questions at this juncture, but we can begin to see
certain links by looking at 2.15-21 within the epistolary rhetorical
structure of the letter.
With reference to our discussion against Betz, we are even more
persuaded to accept the view that Galatians belongs to genus
deliberativum. 25 The paraenetic section of 5.1-6.10 is `strong
evidence that the epistle is in fact deliberative in intent' 26 In
addition, the future orientation of Paul's rhetoric is also a
significant feature: Paul appeals emotionally to the Galatians to be
on his side (cf. 4.12-20; 5.10) and warns them not to receive
circumcision but to stand fast in the gospel (cf. 5.1-4). 27 From this
perspective, the narratio which has a defensive tone is intended to
establish Paul's credibility: `for in deliberative rhetoric the ethos
or moral character and conduct of the speaker, if unknown or in
doubt, must be established' 28
25
According to M.M. Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric of Reconciliation
(HUT 28; Ttbingen: JCB Mohr, 1991), pp.23-64 deliberative
argumentation was characterized by four things: (1) a focus on future
time as the subject of deliberation; (2) employment of a determined
set of appeals or ends, esp. the advantageous; (3) proof by example;
and (4) appropriate subjects for deliberation: e.g. religious ritual,
legislation, war or peace.
26
Kennedy, Interpretation, p.145. See also Aune, Literary, p.191;
Stowers, Letter, pp.107-109; Mitchell, Paul, pp.50-53; Mack,
Rhetoric, pp.41-42; Bailey and Broek, Literary, p.32.
27So Kennedy, Interpretation, p.146; Hall, `Rhetorical', pp.280-81.
Though P.E. Koptak, `Rhetorical Identification in Paul's
Autobiographical Narrative Galatians 1.13-2.14', JSNT 40 (1990),
pp.97-115 did not attempt a rhetorical classification of the letter,
he recognises also the future aspect: `As the Galatians hear Paul
tell his story of his past relationships, they are forced to decide
whether they will stand with Paul and his understanding of the
gospel, or with those who are urging them to be circumcised' (p.100).
26,
Paine, Literary, p.207. See again Aristotle, Ars rhetorica 1.2.3-6;
Quintilian, Institutio oratoria 6.2.9-12; cf. Hall, `Rhetorical',
pp.281-82. We are not clear why R. Jewett, `Introduction to the
Pauline Letters', HBC, pp.1120-29, here p.1121 identifies 1.18-2.21
as the `travelogue'.
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Since there is also clear evidence in the letter that Paul
reacts to 'opponents' or 'trouble makers' (e.g. 1.7; 4.17; 5.10, 12;
6.12-13), 29
 it is quite possible that Paul as a skilled speaker and
writer has combined various rhetorical techniques and styles of
diverse origins in his counsel to the Galatian churches. 30 With
respect to such phenomena, Galatians is probably a deliberative
letter with some apologetic features. 31 As a summary for our
preliminary study on this continuing debate, we would like to follow
Aune's analysis in proposing a tentative outline as follows: 32
1.1-5
1.6-12
1.13-2.21
3.1-4.31
5.1-6.10
6.11-18
Epistolary Prescript
Exordium (the stasis is Paul's gospel)
Narratio (Paul's ethos)
Paul's 'address' to Peter included (2.15-21)
Probatio
Exhort atio
Conc/usio/Epistolary Postscript.
How does 2.15-21 relate to Paul's overall argumentation in the
letter? With reference to the epistolary rhetorical outline, there is
a strong hint that the meaning of 'gospel' is the key problem (the
stasis of the letter) according to the exordium: the noun c3uarycALov
29
Contra Lyons, Pauline, p.104. On mirror reading, see §2.3.2.
30
In actual practice, speeches could be more complex and eclectic than
the rhetorical handbooks might suggest. Aune, Literary, p.199 draws
our attention to Cicero who had problems with the rigidity of the
system and wanted to expand it and Quintilian who treated the
categories with flexibility. See also Hughes, Early, p.31 (cf.
Aristotle, Ars rhetorica 1.6.1 and 1.8.7); cf. Lausberg, Handbuch,
pp.43-61; Lyons, Pauline, p.64.
31
Following Aune, 'Review', p.326; Literary, p.207 (p.203); contra
Hall, 'Rhetorical', p.282. See also Mack, Rhetoric, pp.35, 67; Bailey
and Broek, Literary, pp.31, 36.
32
See Aune, Literary, pp.207-208. Smit, 'Letter', pp.9-22 divides the
deliberative 'speech' into seven parts: exordium (1.6-12); narratio
(1.13-2.21); confirmatio (3.1-4.11); conclusio, part 1: conquestio
(4.12-20); conclusio, part 2: enumeratio (4.21-5.6); conclusio, part
3: indignatio (5.7-12); amplicatio (6.11-18). Though Smit might be
correct in understanding Paul's argument as deliberative, his failure
to include the paraenetic material of 5.13-6.10 (regarded as a
redactional fragment! pp.8-9, 25) greatly decreases confidence in his
proposed outline. Furthermore, in our opinion, Smit's criticism of
Betz's reliance on Quintilian while his own solution depends very
much on Cicero's De inventione and the Rhetorica ad Herennium
(pp.5-6) in no way solves the problem of 'sources' (cf. Mitchell,
Paul, pp.8-9 n26).
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34
appears three times and the verb diancALCopat four times immediately
after the exclamation tottutukw at 1.6 and the disclosure formula
'Tvwpt.w...o.u.' at 1.11. 33 The term cuariALOP appears also in 2.2;
2.7; the verb aaTTEALCogai. in 1.16; 1.23; 4.13. It is important to
notice that Paul defines his gospel in terms Of his mission to the
Gentiles: ilia etaricAkwilat atraw	 v TOZS )aiveTLV (1.16); TO
•	 •avez7bi.Loy g KVLTOW	 TOtS gOVETLV (2.2); kviwywcy Kat. epos. CLs Ta
gam') (2.8); and he is entrusted with TO c&414ALov TiS ImpogvaTias
just as Peter with the gospel Tis new-totals (2.7).
	 unique phrase
&A46cca TOt ctaryeAiOv' ('the truth of the gospel'), then, appears
twice: once in the context of opposing the imposition of circumcision
on Gentile believers in Jerusalem (2.5), the other in the context of
confrontation over table-fellowship at Antioch (2.14a). Thus there is
a certain plausibility in suggesting that one should read 2.15-21 as
part of Paul's clarification of what he meant by 'the truth of the
33See White, 'NT Epistolary', pp.1741-44; 'Ancient', p.99; Light,
pp.208-210, esp. n95 and p.219 n149. It is regrettable that D.J.
Verseput, 'Paul's Gentile Mission and the Jewish Christian Community:
A Study of the Narrative in Galatians 1 and 2', NTS 39 (1993),
pp.36-58 fails to read the narratio in connection to 1.6-12, nor does
he pay sufficient attention to the changing relationship between Paul
and the Jerusalem church over the years. We are also not convinced by
Cosgrove, Cross, pp.23-38 that we should join the 'conversation' at
3.1-14, esp. at 3.5. See Carson, Moo and Morris, Introduction, p.300;
Matera, Gal, p.55. The NT use of cuaTycALov and cuaryeALomat. has its
root taken from the OT, see esp. Isa 40.9; 42.7; 52.7; 61.1; Ps 95.1;
Nah 1.15.
There is much dispute over the genitive constructions Tiis
atcpopucTLas and Tis irept.TolAS in 2.7 (cf. 'the non-Pauline language',
Betz, Gal, p.96; E. Dinkler, 'Der Brief an die Galater', in Signum
Crucis [TUbingen: JCB Mohr, 1967], pp.270-82, here p.282). Some argue
that they are genitives of content, meaning there are two different
gospels kerygmatically: a gospel of non-circumcision and a gospel of
circumcision (e.g. Baur, Paul, 1:124-25; A. Fridrichsen, 'The Apostle
and His Message', WA 1947:3, pp.1-23, esp. pp.9-11; Barrett,
Freedom, pp.11-12, 105; Taylor, Paul, p.112; LUdemann, Paul, pp.64-71
argues that 2.7-8 is part of Paul's pre-conference 'personal
tradition'). But others argue that since there is only one gospel in
the light of 1.7-8 the genitives are simply genitives of indirect
object, meaning they are to preach the same gospel to different
peoples (so Lightfoot, Gal, p.109; Schlier, Gal, pp.76-77; Mussner,
Gal, pp.115-16; Bruce, Gal, pp.119-20; LUhrmann, Gal, p.38; Cousar,
Gal, pp.41-42; Fung, Gal, pp.98-99; Longenecker, Gal, p.55; Matera,
Gal, p.76; Baird, 'Gal', p.1206; BAGD, 'etarycAtov', 2.b.a (318]).
Burton's comment 'genitives of connection' is rather confusing (cf.
Gal, pp.91-93).
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gospel', 35 especially when certain opponents came to Galatia to
persuade the Gentile Christians to accept another gospel (cf. 1.6-7)
and to take up circumcision, Sabbath observances and probably also
food laws (see §2.3.3).
From Paul's perspective, he employs the narratio to establish
his credibility and to prepare the audience to trust him and to
accept his exposition of 'the truth of the gospel , in 2.15-21. And if
the 'opponents' are Jewish Christians (as most commentators agree),
Paul's argumentation in 2.15-21 is all the more important because he
wishes to prove how the (new) faith in Messiah Jesus can and should
transform the traditional Jewish understanding (cf. 2.21b). At least,
Paul would like to demonstrate how 'the truth of the gospel' is on
his side.
Since the ultimate question in Galatians concerns Gentile
Christians, whether or not they should accept circumcision and
observe Sabbath and holy days, Paul's inclusion of the original
'address' to Peter and other Jewish Christians here is for the sake
of persuading them now why these Jewish observances are not necessary
at all in the community of God's people (cf. 5.6; 6.15-16). Though
2.15-21 is written as addressed to Jewish Christians, its ultimate
goal is to persuade the Gentile readers how the self-understanding
and behaviour pattern of Jewish Christians can be transformed by
faith in Christ-crucified (cf. 2.19-20). The implied logic is, if
Jewish Christians can come to a new understanding of their identity
and lifestyle in faith, then why should Gentile Christians still
adopt Jewish observances such as circumcision, food laws and Sabbath.
In brief, Paul's argumentation in 2.15-21 is very much directed at
questions concerning Jewish Christians, but the conclusion drawn will
be of great significance to Gentile Christians at Galatia. 36
35
Contra Gaventa, 'Singularity', pp.154-55 who identifies Christology
as the key issue based on 1.1-5. We remain unconvinced by D. Cook,
'The Prescript as Programme in Galatians', JTS 43 (1992), pp.511-19
that all the fundamental themes are already present in the prescript
1 1-5
36
In our opinion, Bachmann's suggestion that 2.15-21 forms the first
round of argumentation (with 3.1-6.17 as the second round; Siinder,
p.158; cf. 110-51) is not entirely wrong, provided that he takes
seriously that 2.15-21 is related to the Antioch Incident in the
first instance and that Paul's immediate dialogue partners are Jewish
Christians rather than Gentile Christians.
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2.1.4. Further Comments:
If our epistolary rhetorical analysis of the letter is on the
right track, the case that 2.15-21 consists in the first instance of
Paul's 'address' to Peter in connection with the Antioch Incident is
very much affirmed. 37 With this observation in mind, the occasion of
'OrraVTCS OLKOLLWIAVOLL v Xoco* and how 'we were found &papTwAots
(2.17ab) should be somehow related to the experience of Jewish
Christians in the Antioch incident. There are also some linguistic
clues which might be helpful towards understanding 2.15-21 in
relation to 2.11-14. For example, the imagery of 'tearing down,
building up' (Koaca&; oticaopkw) in 2.18 very likely echoes the act
of 'withdrawing from table-fellowship' by Peter. 38 The recurring
'Jew/Gentile' antithesis in 2.14b and 2.15 probably reflects a
similar mindset. The talk of 'living' in 2.14b (&51,LICWS KL. obxl
iiotzatials ciis) is probably echoed in 2.19-20 (Oci,
/	 ) /	 n	 )	 3	 •	 n
OVICCTL C7W, c ep oc el/ CjIOL. Xporros o toe vuv (JJ cv Tapto., cv MATTEL
C3...).
Despite the fact that one cannot yet be sure whether Paul had
had the opportunity to deliver the speech at Antioch at all and
whether 2.15-21 consists of the full speech delivered then, 39 the
content of these verses certainly consists of Paul's theological
response to the Antioch crisis. Thus in our main discussion on
2.15-21 below, we will try to understand Paul's argument and
theological formulation in the light of his reaction to the crisis at
Antioch, not least with regard to the issue of table-fellowship
between Jewish and Gentile Christians. The important point one cannot
lose sight of is that Paul's discussion here in 2.15-21 is basically
his response to the concerns of Jewish Christians.
37
Also firmly argued and insisted on by Kieffer, Foi, pp.13-15.
38Cf. Lambrecht, 'Line', p.493; 'Once Again', pp.149-50; Watson, Paul,
p.67; Barclay, Obeying, p.80. See also our discussion in Chapter 5.
39Cf. G. Bornkamm, Paul (ET; London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1971), p.46:
'The words are not, of course, an exact transcript'; Fung, Gal,
p.105.
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2.2. THE CRISIS AT ANTIOCH (2.11-14)
In the last section we concluded that Paul's argumentation in
2.15-21 relates closely to the Antioch episode of 2.11-14, and so is
his 'address' to Peter, a response to questions concerning Jewish
Christians being raised by the crisis at Antioch. If the theological
formulation of 2.15-21 functions initially as Paul's reply to Peter
over the Antioch Incident, then any inquiry into 2.15-21 cannot avoid
clarifying what the crisis at Antioch consisted of, what was at stake
in it, to what Paul was replying, or what prompted the language and
line of argument in 2.15-21.
2.2.1. The Context and Structure of 2.11-14:
2.11-14 itself is a complicated passage which never ceases to
attract the attention of scholars because of the many historical
questions that it raises. For example, who were the participants?
When did the incident take place? Why did Peter come to Antioch? Was
there one church made up of Jewish and Gentile Christians? Or were
there two Christian communities? Why did Peter, Barnabas, and the
remaining Jewish Christians choose to cease eating with the Gentile
believers? What were the issues? Was Paul successful in confronting
Peter? Some of these puzzling questions remain to be solved. But in
the following discussion, we would like to focus first on how Paul
1introduces the event and how he describes the conflict.
According to Lyons' analysis of 2.11-21 as the cupcpurLs topos,
Paul's purpose is to compare and contrast himself with others. 2 The
key person here is Peter (TILpos) or Cephas (I:74as, the Aramaic
equivalent; 1.18, 2.9, 11, 14a); 3
 the dramatic event took place at
Cf. the rhetorical goal according to Matera, Gal, p.87.
2
Cf. Lyons, Pauline, p.134.
3
The name 'Cephas' is a more common form used by Paul (cf. 1 Cor
1.12; 3.22; 9.5; 15.5), while 'Peter' is used only in 2.7-8. Both
forms Peter and Cephas ., refer to the same person (so Mussner, Gal,
p.116 n89; Bruce, Gal, pp.120-21; contra B.D. Ehrman, `Cephas and
Peter', JBL 109 [1990], pp.463-74). The assertion by G.D. Kilpatrick,
'Peter, Jerusalem and Galatians 1.13-2.14', NovT 25 (1983), pp.318-26
that the orginal text of Galatians had HeTpos throughout and that the
variants with 100as were secondary remains unproven.
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Antioch, a large cosmopolitan centre in Syria (2.11a). 4
In the preceding account, Paul has used the word CNCLTM ('then')
three times, at 1.18, 1.21 and 2.1, to describe his conduct (7rpkets)
which took place at different places (Jerusalem; Syria and Cilicia;
Jerusalem again) 5
 and also his changing relationships with Peter and
the Jerusalem church. 6
 But in 2.11a it is Peter who takes the
V
initiative to come to Antioch; in this instance OTC óc (cf. 2.12b;
2.14a) is used instead of Enevra. 7 Almost certainly Paul is working
in chronological sequence: the Antioch Incident occurred perhaps not
long after the Jerusalem meeting. 8
According to Paul's description of the conflict, there is
possibly a chiastic structure in 2.11b-14a. 9 The meaning of 'coma
)	 )
npomwuoy aurw carrecroy (2.11b; Paul 'opposed him to his face') and
cLuov T3 KnOa c
)/
impomftv HUVEWV (2.14a; Paul 'said to Cephas before
them all') is quite similar. Then the reason why Paul thought 'Peter
40n the history and socio-political background of this Antioch on the
Orontes, see G. Downey, 'Antioch', IDB 1:145-48; W.A. Meeks and R.L.
Wilken, Jews and Christians in Antioch in the First Four Centuries of
the Common Era (Missoula, Mont.: Scnolars, 1978); Longenecker, Gal,
pp.65-71.
5Cf. Lyons, Pauline, pp.134-35; Smit, 'Letter', p.12.
6
See Dunn, 'Relationship', JPL, pp.108-28; cf. R.E. Brown, K.P.
Donfried and J. Reumann (eds), Peter in the New Testament (London:
Geoffrey Chapman, 1973), pp.29-32; Holmberg, Paul, pp.14-57; Taylor,
Paul, pp.61-122; Fung, Gal, p.105: 'Paul is successively Peter's
guest (1.18-20), his fellow-apostle (2.1-10), and his critic
(2.11-14)'.
7
This linguistic note does not support the reconstruction that the
Antioch incident preceded Paul's second Jerusalem visit of 2.1-10
(e.g. Zahn, Gal, pp.110-11; Cerfaux, 'Galatianz', pp.411-12; recently
LUdemann, Paul, pp.57-58, 75-77, 291; A. Mehat, '"Quand Kephas vint A
Antioch..." Que s'est-il passé entre Pierre et Paul?' LumVie 192
[1989], pp.29-43). See the penetrating critique by J. Dupont, 'Pierre
et Paul a Antioche et A Jerusalem', RSR 45 (1957), pp.42-60, 225-239;
Dunn, 'Incident', JPL, pp.163-64 nn4, 6; cf. Matera, Gal, pp.88-89.
8
So Lightfoot, Gal, p.111; T.W. Manson, 'The Problem of the Epistle
to the Galatians', Studies in the Gospels and Epistles (edited by M.
Black; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1962), pp.168-189, here p.171;
Betz, Gal, p.105 n436; Mussner, Gal, p.137; Bruce, Gal, p.128;
Liihrmann, Gal, p.29; Fung, Gal, p.106; Fitzmyer, 'Gal', 47:18;
Ziesler, Gal, pp.17-18.
9
0n chiasm as a literary form commonly used, see Bailey and Broek,
Literary, pp.12-13, 49-54; cf. N.W. Lund, Chiasmus in the New
Testament (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina, 1942).
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a	 7
stood condemned' (OTI, KaTeTywallevos 'qv; 2.11b) seems to be elaborated
in 2.12-14a. 10
 The chiastic pattern may be set out as follows:
A	 Paul , opposed Peter to hii s face (2.11b)
(coma wpocrwrov oarritS °Linea-nil))
B	 because Peter stood condemned (2.11b)
...	 .(Ott. KaTC7VWMIACVOS iV)
B elaboration: Peter's fault in Paul's eyes (2.12-14a)
(introduced by 7ap)
A
1
Paul said to Peter in front of all (2.14a)
(anov TW KnOi cimpoTecv idanwv).
If our observation is correct, then Paul may well have intended
to describe in different ways how and why Peter was at fault; the
very brief comment 'Peter stood condemned' (2.11b) is expanded and
clarified in 2.12-14a. Before the arrival of 'certain men from James'
2(Ttvas ano 'IJcc)(3ou), 11 Peter was accustomed to eat with the Gentile
••n
Christians (geta TWV COVWV TVV4TOLCV; 2.12a); 12 but when they (read
10
Cf. Fitzmyer, 'Gal', 47:18; Matera, Gal, p.85.
11,
According to NA26
 and UBS 3 'rums (masculine, plural, accusative) is
the better reading and is supported byKABCDGetc, while TLva
(singular) is in P46 it d,e,gc,r Irenaeus. It is possible that the
TLVM reading is an accommodation to TiAftv (instead of lAffoy) in the
second half the verse, which is perhaps an early scribal error. See
B.M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament
(London: UBS, 1971), pp.592-93; Bruce, Gal, pp.129-30; Longenecker,
Gal, p.63; the singular form is prefered by Manson, 'Problem',
pp.178-79; Cole, Gal, p.116. The more difficult question is the
identity of these 'certain men from James' which is still a matter of
dispute (see Jewett, 'Agitators', pp.198-212; Betz, Gal, pp.107-108;
Taylor, Paul, p.128; cf. Acts 15.24). Scholars are divided whether
ano 'Ioucc:43ou qualifies the noun TLyas or the verb 1A0c2v: if TLVL is
qualified by &TEO 'Iocia43ou, then James is thought to be the leader
(e.g. Ridderbos, Gal, p.96; Betz, Gal, p.108; Barrett, Freedom,
pp.13-15); if curb 'ImcWgou is joined to the verb Wtetv, then James
becomes the sender (e.g. Schlier, Gal, p.83; Fung, Gal, p.107;
Matera, Gal, p.89). According to Zahn, Gal, pp.114-15 the messengers
were not sent by James, but had unlawfully claimed his authority
(also Carson, Moo and Morris, Introduction, p.412). Lightfoot, Gal,
p.112 remarks that 'nothing more can safely be inferred than that
they belonged to the Church of Jerusalem'.
12
Since cruvecOiew is a general word meaning 'eating with' (Luke 15.2;
Acts 11.3; 1 Cor 5.11; cf. Acts 10.41), it is not wise to narrow the
sense only to participation in the Lord's Supper (e.g. Lietzmann,
Gal, p.14; Schlier, Gal, p.83; Bornkamm, Paul, p.45; Liihrmann, Gal,
p.41; Keck, Paul, p.60). It is better to see the primary sense here
as table-fellowship, having meals with Gentile Christians (so Burton,
Gal, p.104; Betz, Gal, p.107; Cousar, Gal, p.46; Dunn, 'Incident',
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Gal, p.110 n473; Bruce, Gal, p.131;
Paul, p.125; similarly the Tay tOvav
with Barnabas here, cf. R. Bauckham,
2 (1979), pp.61-70; Mussner, Gal,
plural likftv) 13 arrived, Peter gradually drew back and separated
himself from table-fellowship (2.12b). And worse still, Peter's
example was followed by other Jewish Christians (ol. Xotnol
2.13a). 14 and even Paul's former mentor and co-worker Barnabas was
carried away (2.13b). 15
According to Paul's highly polemical comments, 16 there seem to be
several reasons for Peter's condemnation: Peter fearing 'the
circumcision party' 	 (To.bs ^	 ,, 17CK RepLTOAnS;	 2.12D);	 his being
JPL, p.151; Fung, Gal, p.106; see also V. Parkin, 'EuveTeteLv in the
New Testament', Studia Evangelica 2:3 [1964], pp.250-53). In any case
the celebration of the Lord's Supper had probably not been separated
or distinguished from the meal itself at this stage (see J.D.G. Dunn,
Unity and Diversity in the New Testament [London: SCM, 1977],
pp.161-68).
3.3
According to NA26
 and UBS ; singular riAecv is preferred by Origen.3	 ,	 7
See Lightfoot, Gal, p.112.
14
So Schlier, Gal, p.84; Betz,
Longenecker, Gal, p.75; Taylor,
in 2.12 are Gentile Christians.
151
Paul certainly is disappointed
'Barnabas in Galatians', JSNT
p.143; Longenecker, Gal, p.76.
16So Betz, Gal, p.109; LUhrmann, Gal, p.42.
17
It is unlikely that they are the same group as 'the certain men from
James' in 2.12a, for one would have expected in that case merely
atious (see Schmithals, Paul, pp.66-67; contra Mussner, Gal, p.141;
Becker, Gal, p.28). The phrase Ot newromis could have various
meanings depending on the contexts: (1) the circumcised people, i.e.
Jews, Rom 3.30, 4.9; Col 3.11; (2) the circumcised members of the
church, i.e. Jewish Christians, Acts 10.45; Col 4.11; (3) the
circumcision party, i.e. Judaizers within the church, Acts 11.2; Tit
1.10. Scholars are quite divided over the identity of these Di
,
. CK
Trepurolfis in 2.12b. According to E.E. Ellis, Prophecy and Hermeneutic
in Early Christianity (WUNT 18; Tubingen: JCB Mohr, 1978), pp.116-28
they are a faction of Jewish Christians within the church (also Betz,
Gal, p.109; LUdemann, Paul, pp.123-24 n102). But it seems more likely
that they are militant Jews, including non-Christian and believers
(cf. 1.13-14): G. Dix, Jew and Greek (London: AC Black, 1953),
pp.43-44; Bo Reicke, 'Der geschichtliche Hintergrund des
Apostelkonzils und der Antiochia-Episode, Gal 2.11-14', in Studia
Paulina in honorem J. de Zwaan (edited by J.N. Sevenster and W.C. van
Unnik; Harlem: Bohn, 1953), pp.172-87; Bruce, Gal, p.131; Schmithals,
Paul, p.67; Brown et al, Peter, pp.26-27 n58; Suhl, Paulus, p.77, cf.
p.18; Dunn, 'Incident', JPL, p.171 n113; Cousar, Gal, p.47;
Longenecker, Gal, pp.73-75; Ziesler, Gal, 20. The suggestions by
Lightfoot, Gal, p.112 that Ot EK Trepvropris refers to 'converts from
Judaism' or J. Munck, Paul and the Salvation of Mankind [ET;
Richmond: John Knox, 1959], pp.87-89, 106-109 to Gentile Christians
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•	 C	 '-
hypo	
18pLcritical (TuvunoicpLvom,	 nuoicpwl.s; 2.13); 	 and not walking
straight forward towards the truth of the gospel (am Opeono8o0Tcv
np6s ri CIATtraCLMV TOZ Cl!ariCAIOU; 2.14a). 19 But it does appear that
the multiple reasons are building up progressively, with 2.14a as the
climax. This impression could be supported by a comparison of
2.12-14b with 2.4-5, a side event which only possibly happened at the
meeting in Jerusalem (2.1-10). 20 Here one can see some form of
similarity and contrast:
Paul in Jerusalem (2.4-5)
false brethren crept in
they compelled circumcision
Paul withstood pressure
the Gospel is maintained
Peter at Antioch (2.12-14a)
certain men from James arrived
they demanded 'food laws'
Peter did not
the Gospel is under threat.
In both instances, the heart of the matter is about 'the truth
)
of the gospel' ( r) caneem to cuaryeALou; 2.5 and 2.14a). In Paul's
mind, the specific problem now in Antioch, just as the earlier
dispute with the 'false brothers' over circumcision in Jerusalem,
are very unlikely.
18
The sense of which is to play-act by masking one's true feelings (on
parallels in Greek literature, see Betz, Gal, pp.109-110). However,
in Jewish usage, unoicpLal.s is always used in the negative sense: to
pretend, to deceive (Sir 32.15; 33.2; PssSol 4.20, 22); more often it
denotes 'apostasy' or 'defiance of God' (see U. Wilckens,
'unorcInvoliaL KTV, TDNT 8:559-70). Note the Maccabean martyr,
Eleazar, who refused to pretend to eat pork and food sacrificed to
idols in order to escape execution (2 Macc 6.18-31; 4 Macc 6.12-17).
19
The word opOonoaciv appears not to occur elsewhere, except in later
ecclesiastical writers; see G.D. Kilpatrick, 'Gal 2.14 Op8onoacivi,
in Neutestamentliche Studien fur R. Bultmann (BZNW 21; edited by W.
Eltester; Berlin: Alfred TOpelmann, 1957), pp.269-74; Betz, Gal,
p.111; Bruce, Gal, p.132.
20
Alternative views include Schlier, Gal, p.71 (Watson, Paul,
pp.50-52; Matera, Gal, p.81) which suggests that the spying by 'false
brethren' took place at Antioch before the Jerusalem meeting; Bruce,
Gal, pp.116-17, followed by Fung, Gal, p.91, thinks that the event
occurred after the Jerusalem meeting. We shall not enter into
discussion on whether the Jerusalem meeting according to 2.1-10
refers to Acts 11 or Acts 15, and on whether, if 2.3-5 is a
parenthesis within 2.1-10, it also happened during the conference.
See Kiimmel, Introduction, pp.301-303; Meeks and Wilken, Jaws and
Christians, pp.16-18; R.E. Brown and J.P. Meier, Antioch and Rome
(London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1983), pp.36-39; Bruce, Gal, pp.115-16;
Fung, Gal, pp.9-28; Longenecker, Gal, pp.lxi-lxxxviii; Carson, Moo
and Morris, Introduction, pp.290-94.
2.2. The Crisis at Antioch (2.11-14)
	 68
touches the very heart of the gospel. 21 According to Paul's
evaluation, Peter's behaviour in his withdrawing from
table-fellowship with Gentile Christians is in fact not walking
according to the truth; he is threatening 'the truth of the gospel' •
22
One can imagine that when Peter withdrew from table-fellowship,
Jewish and Gentile Christians were also separated and the Christian
community could no longer continue to exist as one body. In the face
of this threat Paul found it necessary to confront Peter in front of
all the others (2.14b) and to oppose him to his face (2.11b). 23 And so
Paul questions Peter (2.14b): 24
Et TZg ovaocios tu4xwv temranos Kal cy41 goth5oaas Cis,
%	 a
'WS Ta C1,177) aVa7KOCCELS LOUOMA,CLV;
2.2.2. The Problem of Table-Fellowship at Antioch:
Why did Paul think Peter's 'changing behaviour' in withdrawing
from table-fellowship would threaten 'the truth of the gospel'? What
was the underlying issue that Paul saw as so intolerable that he
feared the gospel of Christ was being compromised? What was at stake
21
Bornkamm, Paul, p.47; cf. Fung, Gal, p.110. See again our
observation in §2.1.3. that ahrznb.Lov and amencAkopou are key
words in the Exordium (1.6-12) and in Paul's own self-understanding
of his mission to the Gentiles (1.16; 2.2, 7-8).
22
We do not agree that Paul's accusation against Peter was made only
in regard to his actions indicating inconsistency or hypocrisy: e.g.
Schmithals, Paul, p.70: 'It was only the inconsistency of Peter's
conduct in view of its ominous consequences for his churches which
provoked his criticism'; H.J. Schoeps, Paul (ET; London: Lutterworth,
1961), p.68: 'Peter, who was accustomed to table fellowship with the
Gentiles, merely had misgivings and was weak-minded on the occasion';
Bruce, Gal, p.129: '[Peter was] condemned... (as Paul saw it) by the
inconsistency of his own conduct'.
23
Cf. the parenthesis 'irpoaunov o *cbs Icv*gnou ol!) Aaligilvet.' (God
shows no partiality) at 2.6. See D.M. Hay, 'Paul's Indifference to
Authority', J311. 88 (1969), pp.36-44; Cousar, Gal, pp.40-41. Paul
seems to say that the authority of God should take precedence over
humankind, whoever he or she may be. This order of authority might be
reflected also in 1.1, 1.10, 1.11-12 and 6.14.
24
Following UBS 3
 and NA26 (other variations in NA26 ); see Burton, Gal,
pp.114-15; Betz, Gal, p.112 n493. We are sceptical of attempts to
emend the text: e.g. J.C. O'Neill, The Recovery of Paul's letter to
the Galatians (London: SPCK, 1972), pp.39-42 which omits tOvLas KW.
OUK; and Tomson, Paul, p.229 favours the shorter version which lacks
% .„ nKw, °vv. '1000aLKWS.
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25
26
that prompted Paul to rebuke Peter and to engage in the theological
arguments of 2.15-21? In order to come to a better picture of the
crisis, one needs to go ba-k to 2.12 and ask, What was the nature of
the table-fellowship that Peter enjoyed before the 'certain men from
James' arrived? What was the kind of behaviour pattern or lifestyle
which could be described as living 'like a Gentile and not like a
Jew' (1)voccls Kca 'Iouaccias; 2.14b)? What did the 'certain men
from James' want to impose on the mixed racial community upon arrival
which caused Peter to change his behaviour? What does Paul mean by
n 	 3,
Peter 'compelling Gentiles to judaize' 	 (Ta eft') aValWaCCLS
Lour3ouCeLv; 2.14b)?
Dunn in the 1983 study 'The Incident at Antioch' attempts to
clarify some of these questions by locating the original dispute in
the formative period of the earliest Christian church and in the
social, political and religious world of first century Judaism. Dunn
draws attention to the religious significance of a shared meal in
Judaism, how devout Jews were concerned with questions of who was and
who was not an acceptable table companion and how food was being
prepared. 25
 He argues that the limits were determined 'partly by the
explicit food laws in the Torah, particularly concerning unclean
foods (Lev 11.1-23; Deut 14.3-21), and in differing degrees by the
multiplying halakoth of the oral tradition concerning tithes and
ritual purity'; 26 there was also a wide spectrum of teaching and
practice concerning the degrees of association - 'from the
am-ha-aretz who knew not the law (cf. John 7.49) and Jesus who
flouted it at one end, to the stricter Pharisees and "the many" of
the Essenes at the other, with varying degrees of scrupulousness and
disagreement about particular details in between' (p.141).
Dunn argues that there were two different attitudes towards
Gentiles: while most devout Jews would refuse to have any social
intercourse with Gentiles (for example, stories of Daniel, Tobit, and
Judith were held forth as example q of the faithfulness and success of
Jews who refused to eat Gentile food, cf. Dan 1.8-16; Tob 1.10-13;
Dunn, 'Incident', JPL, p.137.
Dunn, 'Incident', JPL, p.137; see pp.137-41. On ritual purity, Dunn,
p.139 refers to J. Neusner, From Politics to Piety (Englewood Cliffs:
Prentice-Hall, 1973), p.86; The Rabbinic Traditions about the
Pharisees before 70 (3 vols; Leiden: EJ Brill, 1971), 3:291-97.
2.2. The Crisis at Antioch (2.11-14) 	 70
Jdt 10.5; 12.1-20), 27
 some for fear of idolatry and impurity
associated with Gentiles (cf. Makkot 2.3; Oholot 18.7; Eliyahu Rabba
10; Jub 22.16; Aristeas 106, 139, 142), there were still some rabbis
who maintained a very positive and welcoming attitudes towards
Gentiles who showed themselves sympathetic to the religion of the
Jews, not least in relation to proselytes, resident aliens and
God-fearers. 28 Thus Dunn concludes: since there was a broad range of
attachments to Judaism and Jewish ways from the side of sympathetic
Gentiles, 'there would be a broad range of social intercourse between
faithful Jews and God-fearing Gentiles, with strict Jews avoiding
table-fellowship as far as possible, and those less scrupulous in
matters of tithing and purity willingly extending and accepting
invitations to meals where such Gentiles would be present' 29
With this spectrum of attitudes in mind, Dunn argues that 'the
antithesis L'Inic(?)sPIouSultals [2.14b] is not precise enough to give
us much help, since it could embrace a wide range of contrasts
between practices typically Gentile and those typically Jewish' and
suggests that the antithesis could be 'between what we may call a
Noahic lifestyle and a Sinaitic lifestyle, the one being
characteristic of God-fearing Gentiles, the other of loyal Jews' • 30
Since the word Lou6aLCELv could denote 'the range of possible degrees
of assimilation to Jewish customs, with circumcision as the end-point
of judaizing; ...evidently one could "judaize" without going the
27
But note: Daniel etc have shown how social intercourse was possible
despite and even while maintaining food laws.
28
Dunn, 'Incident', JPL, p.142-47. On the problem of Gentile impurity,
see G. Alan, 'The Levitical Uncleanness of Gentiles' in Jews, Judaism
and the Classical World (ET; Jerusalem: Magnes Press, Hebrew
University, 1977), pp.146-89; against A. BUchler, 'The Levitical
Impurity of the Gentiles in Palestine before the Year 70', JO 17
(1927), pp.1-81.
29
Dunn, 'Incident', JPL, p.147; see also Partings, pp.38-44, 102-13.
30
Dunn, 'Incident', JPL, p.148. On the seven Noahic laws, Dunn, p.144
refers to b. Abodah Zarah 64b; b. Sanhedrin 56ab; see G.F. Moore,
Judaism in the First Centuries of the Christian Era (3 vols;
Cambridge, MA: Harvard UP, 1927-30), 3:339; Str-B 2:729-739; 3:37-38;
S. Schechter, Aspects of Rabbinic Theology (1909; NY: Schocken,
1961), pp.206-207; K.G. Kuhn, 4moniAuTos', TDNT 6:720-44, here
pp.740-41; now D. Novak, The Image of the Non-Jew in Judaism
(Lewiston/Queenston: Edwin Mellen, 1983); A.F. Segal, Paul the
Convert (New Haven: Yale UP, 1990), pp.194-200.
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whole way (circumcision)', it is not necessary to imply that Peter
was compelling Gentile believers to adopt circumcision at 2.14b. 31
Dunn goes on to conclude that 'the Gentile Christians were already
observing the basic food laws prescribed by the Torah' and what
certain men from James demanded was a 'much more scrupulous
observance of the rulings on what the dietary laws involved,
especially with regard to ritual purity and tithing' (p.154).
In Dunn's opinion, two further observations support his
'intermediate' reading: (1) Since a high proportion of the earliest
Gentile converts were likely to have been from the ranks of
God-fearers, it is more likely that they would have continued to
observe the Jewish dietary laws in some measure upon joining the new
sect. It is also unlikely that the Jewish believers at Antioch would
have abandoned the law completely; that would have provoked strong
reactions from local Jews long before the Antioch Incident. 32 (2) The
chronological order of 2.1-14 makes it unlikely that the men from
James were insisting that Gentile believers who had already
undertaken basic dietary observances should go the whole way and
become proselytes by being circumcised. It is also not appropriate to
call Peter's conduct in such case as 'living like a Gentile'. 33
Therefore, Dunn submits that
The table-fellowship at Antioch had not totally disregarded the
law but probably had paid due heed to the basic dietary laws of
the Torah.. .The men from James, however, were shocked at what
seemed to them a minimal level of Torah observance and a far too
casual and unacceptable attitude to the Torah. They would no
doubt point out that the earlier agreement made in Jerusalem had
in no way changed the obligations to Torah obedience resting on
the Jewish believer, and must have insisted that the Jewish
believers in Antioch conduct themselves with greater discipline
31
Dunn, 'Incident', JPL, p.154; p.149 referring to Esth 8.17 (LXX);
Theodotus in Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica 9.22.5; Josephus,
Jewish War 2.17.10 (§454) and 2.18.2 (§§462-3); cf. Plutarch, Life of
Cicero, 7.6; Ignatius, Magnesians 10.3; Acts of Pilate (A) 2.1.
32
Dunn, 'Incident', JPL, p.152 (cf. pp.144-45); thus Dunn rejects the
view that the community had already abandoned laws of
table-fellowship, and what 'certain men from James' insisted upon was
a greater observance of the law, perhaps the enforcement of the
(apostolic) 'decree' referred to in Acts 15.29 (e.g. D.R. Catchpole,
'Paul, James and the Apostolic Decree', NTS 23 [1976-77], pp.428-44).
33]
Dunn, 'Incident', JPL, p.153-54; thus he finds it difficult to agree
with Suhl, Paulus, p.71; Howard, Paul, p.25; Betz, Gal, p.112;
Schlier, Gal, p.86.
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and greater loyalty to the Torah, more like their fellow
believers in Palestine and with a similar regard for the
heritage of Jewish tradition and custom (p.158).
Dunn's thesis has not escaped criticisms. For example, P.F.
Esler queries whether it was ever possible for Jews and Gentiles to
have table-fellowship in this period: since Gentiles were thought to
be actually impure 'it is difficult to imagine how it would be
possible for any genuine table-fellowship to occur even between Jew
and Gentile in a Jewish home'. 34 According to Esler, the only possible
meaning for tou8mkeLv in 2.14b is 'to become Jews through
circumcision' (p.88).
On the other hand, Holtz argues that the meaning of 1511Lictls can
hardly denote a lifestyle somewhat on the pattern of the Noahic
^	 ,
commandments: the contrast COVIACWs - LOVOCUCCLV is not a matter
of relative less-or-more adherence to food laws, but describes a
basic transformation of lifestyle. 35 According to Holtz, it was
already an established custom in the Antioch church for Jewish and
Gentile Christians to enjoy free table-fellowship with one another,
apparently on an equal footing which knew no conditions or
restrictions. 36 Similarly, Gilthvedt argues that the term C1VLK3S
generally refers to one who no longer lives in observance of Jewish
customs and law, or who lives in contrast to them: 'Peter's religious
status is that of being a Jew who, having given up his Jewish way of
life, lives like a Gentile (Lfvu&s), no longer observing the Jewish
37
law (otpc 'Iouaciatal) f . And Sanders has come out strongly against
Dunn that tithing and purity laws was ever a factor in the Antioch
dispute. 38
34
P.F. Esler, Community and Gospel in Luke-Acts (SNTSMS 57; Cambridge:
CUP, 1987), pp.73-86, here p.86. Cf. Howard, Paul, p.xix.
35
Holtz, 'Zwischenfall', p.351.
36Holtz, 'Zwischenfall', pp.347-48, 352-53; followed by Fung, Gal,
p.107.
37
Gilthvedt, Dying, pp.174 1 177; referring to Betz, Gal, p.112; Bruce,
Gal, p.133.
38E.P. Sanders, 'Jewish Association with Gentiles and Galatians
2.11-14', in The Conversation Continues: Studies in Paul and John in
Honor of J.L. Mertyn (edited by R.T. Fortna and B.R. Gaventa;
Nashville: Abingdon, 1990), pp.170-88; cf. Jewish Law, pp.166-236;
Paul, p.53.
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In contrast to Esler, Tomson has come to a similar conclusion
that there are at least two divergent views on relations with
Gentiles. 39 Segal remarks that 'there is no law in rabbinic literature
that prevents a Jew from eating with a gentile' 40
In reply to criticisms, Dunn points out that Esler's discussion
of the issue is basically in terms of 'two monolithic and
undifferentiated blocks - Jews and Gentiles' and has not taken
seriously the evidence that there are some 'less scrupulous Jews' and
some 'God-fearing Gentiles' in the spectrum. 41 Dunn's argument that
there is a range of levels of social interaction possible between
Jews and Gentiles in the Diaspora indeed cannot be denied. 42 This
observation is confirmed by S.J.D. Cohen: 43
A Gentile can show respect or affection for Judaism in seven
ways, by: (1) admiring some aspects of Judaism; (2)
acknowledging the power of the god of the Jews or incorporating
him into the pagan pantheon; (3) benefiting the Jews or being
conspicuously friendly to Jews; (4) practising some or many of
the rituals of the Jews; (5) venerating the god of the Jews and
denying or ignoring the pagan gods; (6) joining the Jewish
community; (7) converting to Judaism and 'becoming a Jew'.
Similarly, S. McKnight concludes that 'the wall between Judaism
and paganism may have been high, but it was a wall made from steps
and there were Gentiles at each level'. 44
 From this perspective, it is
not necessary to interpret the antithesis L'inas Koa otxt 'Iovódisck
as watertight differentiation as if one can be either entirely Jewish
(i.e. full observance of the law) or entirely Gentile (i.e. total
39See Tomson, Paul, pp.230-36; he also thinks purity laws are out of
the question, pp.228-29; cf. Ziesler, Gal, p.18.
40Segal, Paul, pp.231-33.
415ee Dunn, 'Incident', JPL, pp.180-81.
42
Josephus (Contra Apionem, 2.123, 209-210, 261, 280-286; Antiquities,
3.217) and Philo (De vita Mosis, 2.17-25) indicate the considerable
attractiveness of Jewish customs for non-Jews, including the sabbath
and the food laws; similarly, some Roman sources also confirm the
attraction exerted by Judaism for many (cf. Plutarch, Life of Cicero,
7.6; Juvenal 14.96-106; Cassius Dio 67.14.1-3; Suetonius, Domitian,
12.2).
43
S.J.D. Cohen, 'Crossing the Boundary and Becoming a Jew', HTR 82
(1989), pp.13-33, quote from pp.14-15.
44
S. McKnight, A Light Among the Gentiles (Minneapolis: Fortress,
1991), p.100; see also pp.11-29, 90-101.
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abandoning of the law) with no intermediate possibilities at all. 45
On the question whether the expression kftLas av can refer to
a lifestyle characteristic of God-fearing Gentiles with a moderate
observance of food laws or to a complete disregard of all Jewish
laws, the issue is probably more difficult to settle. Dunn, in reply
to Holtz, refers again to the circumstantial evidence that it is very
unlikely that Jews and former God-fearers who became Christians had
abandoned Jewish observances in toto in the middle decades of the
first century. 46 'Complete abandonment of the law in toto in this area
would have created a stir among the local Jews long before' the
Antioch Incident. 47 Furthermore, 'the smaller the gap between the "men
from James" and a complete disregard for the law, the wider the gap
between the "men from James" and those who subsequently demanded
circumcision of Gentile converts' 48 Another consideration which might
help solve the meaning of EtWLKCjS 61V in 2.14b is what Dunn now
refers to as the polemical context of Paul's accusation: the contrast
between 'living Li'vual i
 and 'living 'lot:Oa:Lan' could well be an
exaggeration. 49 Thus the meaning of 'living EOVLK3S 1 is determined
very much by how 'living 'Imiaailicas' is defined and by whom; see esp.
Jub 6.32-35; PssSol 8.13 where some Jews condemn other Jewish
practice in similar terms. 50
 In this respect, the factional expression
45
Cf. SchUrer, 3.1
number of gentiles,
.161: 'in the Hellenistic-Roman period a large
who attached themselves more or less closely to
, took part in the Jewish divine service and
cepts sometimes more, sometimes less completely'.
p.179; cf. Partings, pp.125-26.
cf. Tomson, Paul, p.228.
48
Dunn, 'Incident', JPL, p.179.
491
Dunn, Partings, pp.131-32. Cf. Sanders, 'Jewish Association', p.186:
'Paul's statement that Peter had been "living like a Gentile" (Gal
2.14) was exaggerated'
	
(cf. pp.176-80); Tomson, Paul, p.230;
Verseput, 'Paul', p.52 n34.
50
Dunn, Partings, pp.131-32 suggests that at 2.14b, as in 2.15, Paul
was not using his own language (by that time Peter had ceased 'living
like a Gentile'), but the factional language used against Peter
earlier by the men from James. In this respect the present tense Os
could well be an echo of the rebuke brought by the James people
(p.306 n61; similarly Tomson, Paul, p.230). This seems to be a better
explanation than Zahn, Gal, p.118 and Howard, Paul, pp.xx-xxii that
the present tense indicates Peter had continued 'to live like a
Gentile' in other matters.
Jewish communities
observed Jewish pre
46
Dunn, 'Incident', JPL,
47
Dunn, Partings, p.131;
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5
`living cftticiJs i does not necessary mean total abandonment of
everything that would normally have marked out a Jew. 51
With regard to the limited evidence we have from Paul (only
2.11-14) and the polemical nature of his description of the crisis,
we should perhaps allow the circumstantial evidence to inform even
more our reconstruction of the nature of the table-fellowship before
the arrival of the men from James. In our opinion, Dunn's observation
is in the right direction: The more likely that the earliest Gentile
converts came from the ranks of God-fearers or `Jewish sympathizers' 52
the less likely is the opinion that Jewish and Gentile Christians had
already abandoned all Jewish observances before the crisis. 53
Secondly, according to Paul's account in 2.1-14, the Jerusalem
church had made a concession on circumcision for Gentile believers,
but nothing concerning Jewish dietary laws or other aspects of Jewish
lifestyle seems to have been discussed. Thus it is very unlikely that
Peter could have compromised or backed down on the demand for
circumcision which had already been discussed and agreed upon; it is
also unthinkable that Barnabas would have been swayed. However, it is
more understandable that the question of food laws would emerge not
long after the Jerusalem meeting. Thus the word lovaakeLv in 2.14b
can hardly refer to Peter compelling Gentile believers to be
circumcised, but it is more likely to mean `to adopt a
(characteristically) Jewish way of life' - to adopt Jewish customs,
to attend Jewish synagogues, to identify in some measure with Jews. 54
On weighing the evidence, therefore we find ourselves more
51
Dunn, Partings, p.132; contra Betz, Gal, p.112: `Cephas' total
emancipation from Judaism'; Holtz, `ZwischenfalP, pp.351-52:
BOttger, `Paulus', p.80.
a52
Cf. ot. OoPowevot. TOV *coy (Acts 13.16, 26; cf. 10.2, 22); cm
crepOpevot. Tap ecdv (Acts 13.43, 50; 16.14; 17.4, 17; 18.7). On
`God-fearers' and `Jewish Sympathizers', see esp. SchUrer,
3.1.165-76; McKnight, Light, pp.110-14; Cohen, `Crossing', pp.31-33.
53
Contra Holtz, `Zwischenfall', pp.347-48, 352-53; Fung, Gal, p.107;
Longenecker, Gal, p.78; Baird, 'Gal', p.1207; cf. Ziesler, Gal, p.20.
54 So Dunn, `Incident', JPL, p.149; Partings, p.125; Matera, Gal,
pp.87, 91; cf. Mussner, Gal, p.145 n53: 'In das tovaakeLv ist zwar
bei den antiochenischen Heidenchristen nicht die Beschneidung
eingeschlossen, aber das Leben nach den jUdischen Speisegesetzen';
Cohen, `Crossing', p.33; SchUrer, 3.1:161-65, 169-74; contra Duncan,
Gal, p.62; Howard, Paul, pp.25-27; Schlier, Gal, p.87; Betz, Gal,
p.112; Esler, Community, p.88.
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persuaded by Dunn's relative interpretation of the antithesis between
living celnK3s and living 'IouamZas. 'From the perspective of the
men from James, the modest level of law-observance in the
table-fellowship at Antioch was tantamount to abandoning the law
altogether; the Jewish believers at Antioch were already too far down
the slippery slope to complete apostasy'. 55
2.2.3. The Theological Crisis According to Paul:
What is the underlying issue that Paul cannot tolerate at all?
According to Paul's account, the crucial point is that the earliest
Christian community as epitomised by the incident at Antioch is now
confronted by the issue of Jewish food laws, another significant
identity and boundary defining marker for the Jewish people. 56 The
mixed Christian community is challenged not only by the crucial
question over food laws, but also by its theological implications for
Jewish and Gentile Christians. 57 Thus the immediately pressing
question for Paul to deal with is, how should Jewish Christians
conduct their living before God? Should they continue to define their
lifestyle by covenantal nomism? What is the proper behaviour pattern
('staying in') for Jewish Christians in a mixed community? Should one
be a Jew and continue to be Jewish in order to remain in God's
covenant?
58
The question, however, concerns not only the Jewish Christians,
but all Christians, especially when they belong to one community.
Thus how should Christian living be properly and correctly defined in
the light of God's eschatological act in Christ Jesus? According to
551
Dunn, Partings, p.132 (italics removed). Dunn has in effect conceded
Sanders' criticism in relation to tithing, but on purity see his
qualification and response in pp.109-10.
560n the significance of dietary laws within the scope of covenantal
nomism, see Dunn, Partings, pp.30-33.
57
Cf. Cousar, Gal, p.47; Liihrmann, Gal, p.42; Ziesler, Gal, p.20;
Fung, Gal, p.111.
58
Cf. Barclay, Obeying, pp.76-77, 81-83. See also the critique on
Sanders' one-sided reading of 'getting in' by R.H. Gundry, 'Grace,
Works, and Staying Saved in Paul', Bib 66 (1985), pp.1-38. The
Antiochean incident seems to be about how Jewish Christians with a
'new identity' should live and conduct their 'behaviour pattern'; the
problem is not simply about how one can 'get in', but how to 'stay
in'.
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Paul, if Jewish Christians have to be Jewish for any reason, to
continue to define their behaviour pattern according to covenantal
nomism, then by implication it is also necessary for Gentile
Christians to 'judaize'. It is therefore quite possible that Paul
considered Peter's changing behaviour as compromising the very nature
of the gospel: the passive act of 'withdrawal from table-fellowship
with Gentile Christians' was tantamount to an active act of
'compelling Gentiles to live like Jews' (touSockety). What is
considered proper for Jewish Christians would be by implication also
proper and necessary for Gentile converts. Jewish covenantal nomism
becomes obligatory even for Gentile believers. 59
However, Paul cannot and will not compromise on the equal status
of Gentile Christians in the community of God's people; neither can
he accept the consequence that the Christian Church be split into
two, a Jewish Christian part and a Gentile Christian part. 60
 From
Paul's underlying convictions, 61
 Gentile believers should remain
Gentile and need not be Jewish in order to be accepted by God in
Christ: Gentiles are accepted by God as Gentiles. 62 Therefore the
option for Gentile Christians to 'live 'IovamticWs' is ruled out by
Paul completely.
In response to the crisis at Antioch Paul had to clarify the
issue of appropriate behaviour patterns for Jewish Christians, and to
redefine Christian identity and behaviour patterns more clearly so
that the Christian community of Jews and Gentiles can remain as one
in Christ. For Paul, the enquiry goes further. How should Jewish
59
This again shows why we think Paul's discussion with Jewish
Christians in 2.15-21 can helpfully contribute to the ultimate goal
of his argument before the Galatian Gentile Christians (§2.1.3).
60
That both Jewish and Gentile Christians are equal members in the
community and that there can be only one people of God are vital
(non-negotiable) presuppositions for Paul (Ziesler, Gal, pp.14, 18;
cf. Schtitz, Paul, pp.154-55; J.P. Sampley, Pauline Partnership in
Christ [Philadelphia: Fortress, 1980], p.40).
61
Cf. J.D.G. Dunn, "A Light to the Gentiles": the Significance of the
Damascus Road Christophany for Paul', [1987] JPL, pp.89-107;
Partings, p.122.
62
Sanders, Paul, p.50. See again how Paul defines his gospel as 'the
vspel T .73S aKpOPVCZtOS' (2.7) and his calling to preach tv Tots
COVCTLV (1.16; Rom 1.5; cf. Eph 3.8; 1 Tim 2.7; Acts 9.15; 15.12);
also T.D. Gordon, 'The Problem at Galatia', Int 41 (1987), pp.32-43.
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Christians relate the (new) faith in Messiah Jesus to their
traditional understanding of covenantal nomism? Is the gospel of
Christ-crucified merely an additional tag onto 'righteousness through
the law' (cf. 2.21b)? Should they continue to live 'Iouaatas as if
nothing had happened? Is covenantal nomism still compatible with life
'in Christ'? Ultimately, what is the standard - Torah, Christ, or
both? Thus the immediate purpose for Paul in 2.15-21 is to persuade
his fellow Jewish Christians that a new perspective is needed with
respect to the gospel of Christ. 63
There are matters we will have to take up in the discussion of
2.15-21 as such. For the time being, we shall make a few observations
on 2.15-21 which have emerged from the above discussion. (1) It is
crucial to note that Paul's first talk of 'justification by faith'
(2.16) arose out of the Antioch crisis. The immediate context is not
about 'How can I find a gracious God?' or 'How can I be saved?' (as
some theologians used to think), but about 'How can Jews and Gentiles
live and worship together in one community?' Indeed, Paul's
discussion is found in a community context, with respect to how
Gentile Christians can be included within the messianic community of
Israel. 64
(2) It seems the question of 'living EOVI.KrOS or 'Iouckaas' at
2.14b has given way to the talk of 'living to God' (15cW 6Tw) at
2.19a and 'living in faith' (v TELTTEL a in 2.20, because Christian
identity (whether Jewish or Gentile by origin) is by nature 'being
co-crucified with Christ' (XpLcrq aliveTtaiwwilat.; 2.19b). It would
appear that Paul wanted to convince other Jewish Christians that the
responsible behaviour pattern before God is no longer defined by
'151/Licas or 'Iou6caas'; the focus is to be found in Christ and
faith!
63,
According to Dunn's reconstruction, the Antioch Incident has marked
a significant step forward in Paul's theological thinking because
'Paul had come to see that the principle of "justification by faith"
applied not simply to the acceptance of the gospel in conversion, but
also to the whole of the believers' life'; 'The covenantal nomism of
Judaism and of the Jewish believers.. .was in fact a contradiction of
that agreed understanding of justification through faith'
('Incident', JPL, pp.158-59). See also Partings, pp.134-35; cf.
Matera, Gal, p.91.
64
See Stendahl, Paul, pp.23-40, 78-96; cf. Dunn, 'Incident', JPL,
p.130-31; Partings, p.14; Ziesler, Pauline, p.89.
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(3) Is it not possible that the reason why some Jewish .
Christians took an extra cautious attitude towards table-fellowship
with Gentile Christians is related to their fear of 'being found
sinners' (CcgaprwAot; cf. 2.17b)? If sin is defined by Torah
observance, would not negligence or transgression be condemned as
wholly unacceptable? Is this a possible reason why Paul has to move
from the issue of food laws to Torah itself ('dying to law'; 2.19a)?
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2.3. THE CRISIS IN THE GALATIAN CHURCHES
2.3.1. Introduction:
In order to understand more fully Paul's rhetorical response to
the Galatian churches, one should also attempt to define the
rhetorical situation of the unit, i.e. the Sitz im Leben of the
letter.	 Although commentators disagree about the precise
circumstances which occasioned Paul's letter to the Galatians, all
recognise that there is a sense of urgency in Paul's response. It is
therefore necessary for us to interpret Paul's theological argument
in 2.15-21 not only in light of his previous conflict with Peter and
other Jewish Christians at Antioch, but also in light of his present,
urgent, pastoral response to the Gentile Christians in Galatia.
The urgency of Paul's reaction is clearly seen in the opening
section: instead of the usual thanksgiving period, Paul begins with
totcupaCw, an expression of dissatisfaction and astonishment in the
exordium (1.6-12). Paul goes on to express grave concern over the
Galatian Gentile believers, and accuses them of abandoning the God
who called them and of turning to a different gospel, which is not
really another gospel (cis gtepov ciara'Acov, E CAK &UV AAo;
1.6b-7a). 2 Paul warns them also of the 'trouble-makers' (oc
Tapaccrovres) 3 who are trying to pervert the gospel of Christ (1.7b);
they are urged to stand firm in the gospel (1.8-9).
When Paul turns again directly to the addressees at 3.1, in a
series of rhetorical questions ('Who has bewitched you...? Did you
receive the Spirit by works of the law, or by hearing with
faith?...'; 3.1-5), he reminds them of their experience of the Holy
Spirit. Coming to the end of the theological discussion, Paul
expresses again his concern for the Galatians (4.8-20), including his
See Kennedy, Interpretation, pp.33-38 for the steps in rhetorical
criticism.
2
See Burton, Gal, pp.22-24.
3
Cf. Acts 15.24, 'some persons from us have troubled (crap4my) you
with words, unsettling your minds...' (see also Acts 17.8,13).
Barclay, Obeying, p.36 nl suggests that Paul's choice of terms for
his opponents may echo OT references such as Josh 6.18, 7.25; Judg
11.35; 1 Sam 14.29; cf. 1 Macc 3.5; 7.22.
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fear that his labour might have been in vain (4.11; cf. 2.2). 4
According to Paul's assessment of the crisis in the Galatian
churches, the gospel of Christ was at risk.
Since Paul saw the crisis in Galatian churches, the instability
of the Gentile believers, as somewhat closely related to the external
threat coming from the trouble-makers, he launches his most severe
attack on the opponents at 5.7-12 in the midst of the exhortatio.
Paul calls them 'agitators' (01, aVOCTUCTOZVTCS; 5.12), a term used of
subversive political activities. 5
 Paul accuses them of hindering the
Galatians from obeying the truth (5.7); their persuasion is highly
questionable (5.8); 6
 they and/or their teaching is like 'a little
yeast [which] leavens the whole batch of dough', an infection which
soon spread to the whole body (5.9). 7 In highly polemical language,
Paul even expresses the wish that they would castrate themselves
(5.12) and thus cut themselves off from the community!5
Then in the final postscript/conclusio of 6.11-18, Paul compares
again the opponents with himself and seeks to discredit them further.
Paul says, the opponents boast in the flesh (cv Talmo.) and concern
themselves with circumcision, to the extent of compelling Gentile
believers to be circumcised in order to avoid persecution for the
cross of Christ (6.12-13); but he himself would boast in nothing
except the cross of Christ (6.14) and is convinced that 'neither
4
Presumably Paul regains his confidence in 5.10a - it is a confidence
in the Lord that the Galatian believers would not take the other
view; ouftv aAAo OpovnTetc probably echoes 1.6-7.
75
The aorist form of the verb avaTTaTOW is used in Acts 17.6 ('these
men who have turned the world upside down have come here also') and
21.38 ('Are you not the Egyptian, then, who recently stirred
revolt'); cf. Dan 7.23 LXX. The sense of
	 00.,MITTCFOUirr9 is
stronger than of. Tapaavovres in 1.7. See BAGD, 'avocaTecrow'
Betz, Gal, p.270; Bruce, Gal, p.238.
6
Betz suggests that Paul is thinking of Satan behind their persuasion
(Gal, p.264 with n107); cf. Fung, Gal, p.236.
7
The proverb is quoted also in 1 Cor 5.6; cf. Hos 7.4. On the imagery
see Fung, Gal, pp.235-36; Matera, Gal, p.184.
8
According to LXX Deut 23.1, a eunuch is called anolcmowevos and he
is debarred from the assembly of the Lord (cf. Philo, Legum Allegoria
3.8; De Specialibus Legibus 1.325; see Bruce, Gal, p.238). Some
suggest that Paul's sarcasm may allude to the ritual emasculation of
the galloi, priests of Cybele-Attis (Ridderbos, Gal, pp.194-95;
Fitzmyer, 'Gal', 47:12). The irony is recognised by scholars: see
Betz, Gal, p.270; Rdisdnen, Paul, p.76; Sanders, Paul, p.53.
up a
much
(61);
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circumcision counts for anything, nor uncircumcision, but a new
9
creation' (6.15).
Thus, the crisis in the Galatian churches, as Paul saw it, was
closely related to the intrusion and disturbance caused by the
opponents, or 'trouble-makers' or 'agitators' as Paul called them.10
In the following, we shall briefly discuss the wider context by
looking at the complex questions relating to who are Paul's opponents
in Galatia? where did they come from? what is their message? 11 Then we
shall attempt to give an explanation as to how and why Paul's
opponents could insist on bodily circumcision even for Gentile
believers which so clearly contradicts the original agreement arrived
at at the Jerusalem meeting (cf. 2.7-9)? Finally, we shall look at
how strategically 2.15-21 could contribute to Paul's overall
argument.
2.3.2. A Brief Note on 'Mirror Reading':
Before we proceed further, it is proper for us to explain what
we mean by 'mirror reading' and why we have to use this method with
caution. By 'mirror reading' we mean that by reflecting or reversing
some of the words or comments in the text like a mirror, we can
partially reconstruct the other side of the story. But the method
itself has come under severe criticism by Lyons at the end of his
critique of existing scholarly approaches to the quest for Paul's
opponents. Lyons finds the method of reconstruction based on 'mirror
90n the triple death in 6.14, see P.S. Minear, 'The Crucified World:
The Enigma of Galatians 6.14', in Theologia Crucis - Signum Crucis.
FS E. Dinkier (edited by C. Andresen and G. Klein; Tubingen: JCB
Mohr, 1979), pp.395-407.
10,Traditionally scholars used to call them 'Judaizers', but we would
like to use the term 'opponents' or 'agitators' as in 5.12, and to
preserve the original sense of lovaaLeLv which means to adopt Jewish
customs or to live like a Jew. In this original sense the real
'judaizers' are not Paul's opponents, but the Gentile believers in
Antioch and Galatia. Recently, Martyn ('Law-Observant') thinks the
term 'agitators' reflects too much of Paul's bias and suggests that
a more neutral label such as 'teachers' might be better. But we are
not sure the opponents would have owned this title either. In the
following we will continue to employ the term 'agitators'
interchangeably with 'opponents' in the evaluative sense rather than
in the descriptive sense (see Hansen, Abraham, p.87).
11See surveys of various views by Jewett, 'Agitators', pp.198-200;
Eckert, Verkiindigung, pp.1-18; Schlier, Gal, pp.19-24; Mussner, Gal,
pp.11-29; Howard, Paul, pp.1-19; Brinsmead, Gal, pp.9-22.
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reading' totally inadequate and comes close to condemning the method
itself. 12
In our opinion, Lyon's warning against excessive 'mirror
reading' is timely, but tends to be too pessimistic. His criticism is
now met by a careful study by J.M.G. Barclay. 13 He argues that since
we can know something about the identity and the message of the
agitators in the Galatian churches only by relying on what Paul has
said about them in this letter, our only literary source, we have to
engage in some kind of 'mirror reading', but carefully. 14 Certainly
there are dangers and pitfalls in the method, especially in reading
our own image or concerns into the text, in over-interpreting the
evidence, or not taking Paul's polemics carefully. 15 Thus Barclay
suggests seven appropriate criteria for the exercise, namely: type of
utterance; tone; frequency; clarity; unfamiliarity; consistency; and
historical plausibility. 16 In conclusion we agree with Barclay that
'What is needed is a carefully controlled method of working which
uses logical criteria and proceeds with suitable caution'.17
12See Lyons, Pauline, pp.96-112.
13See J.M.G. Barclay, 'Mirror Reading a Polemical Letter: Galatians as
a Test Case', JSNT 31 (1987), pp.73-93; summary in Obeying, pp.37-40.
Cf. J.L. Sumney, Identifying Paul's Opponents (JSNTS 40; Sheffield:
JSOT, 1990), pp.77-113.
14
Cf. Longenecker, Gal, p.lxxxix: 'despite its difficulties, dangers,
and frequent abuse, mirror reading is the only method here available
to us'; Betz, Gal, p.6: 'Not everything that Paul denies is
necessarily an accusation by his opposition, and not everything that
he accuses his opponents of doing or thinking represents their actual
goals and intentions. Paul's references must be interpreted in terms
of their rhetorical origin and function before they can be used as
the basis for conclusions about the opponents'; Matera, Gal, pp.6-7.
15
Barclay, 'Mirror', pp.79-82; cf. Liihrmann, Gal, p.104. For example
in assessing the motivation of Paul's opponents: Are they really in
fear of persecution for the sake of Christ (5.7-12; 6.12-13)? This
difficulty is acknowledged and discussed by Mussner, Gal, pp.27-28;
Eckert, Verkandigung, pp.22-26, 234-36; Borse, Gal, p.23 seems to be
over-confident and dependent on Paul's remarks in saying that the
opponents' zeal for circumcision is out of self-interest and
cowardice.
16:For details, see Barclay, 'Mirror', pp.84-85. The scale of certainty
sliding from what is 'certain or virtually certain', through 'highly
probable', 'probable', 'possible' and 'conceivable' to what is
'incredible' is a helpful reminder for all scholarly reconstructions
(p.85; cf. Sanders, Jesus, pp.326-27).
17:
Barclay, 'Mirror', p.84. It does appear that Brinsmead, Gal is
2.3. The Crisis in The Galatian Churches	 84
2.3.3. The Identity and Message of the Agitators:
With this cautionary remark in mind we shall proceed with the
reconstruction of who are these 'trouble-makers' (1.7) or 'agitators'
(5.12) in Galatia. In the letter Paul fiercely accuses the opponents
of perverting the gospel of Christ (1.7); bewitching the Galatians
(3.1); seeking their own good and trying to shut the Galatians out
(4.17); hindering the Galatians from obeying the truth (5.7);
compelling the Gentile believers to be circumcised in order to boast
in the flesh and to avoid persecution for the cross of Christ
(6.12-13); and yet they seem not •to keep the law themselves (6.13a).
They are like a little leaven in the lump (cf. 5.9). Paul calls for
their expulsion (cf. 4.30) and wishes they would exercise
self-castration (cf. 5.12).
Who are these agitators? Where do they come from? Most scholars
agree that the agitators are one homogeneous group which had come
from outside the Galatian congregations. 18
 The singular o Tapaccom
('trouble-maker'; 5.10) seems to suggest there is a ringleader.19
According to 2.12, there were 'certain men from James' coming to
Antioch, presumably coming from Jerusalem where James was one of the
'Pillars'. Similarly, the conflict over circumcision between Paul and
the 'false brethren' was fought behind the scenes during the
Jerusalem meeting (2.3-5). And if the verb 'compel' ( jcvaTickw) which
is used in 2.3 and 6.12 (cf. 2.14) is yet another indication that
guilty of over-reading too much into the whole letter. See the
devastating review by D.E. Aune in CBQ 46 (1984), pp.145-47 and
comments by Barclay, 'Mirror', pp.82-83.
18
E.g. Jewett, 'Agitators', p.204; Longenecker, Gal, p.xciv; Barclay,
Obeying, p.43; Ktimmel, Introduction, pp.298-99; Carson, Moo and
Morris, Introduction, p.295; Matera, Gal, p.8. Contra the 'two-front
theory' of W. LUtgert, Gesetz und Geist (Giltersloh: Bertelsmann,
1919) and J.H. Ropes, The Singular Problem of the Epistle to the
Galatians (Cambridge, MA: Harvard UP, 1929) that Paul is combatting
Judaizers and libertine pneumatics in the community. It is also
unlikely that the opponents were local Jewish Christians as argued by
J.B. Tyson, 'Paul's Opponents in Galatia', NovT 10 (1968), pp.241-54.
Hansen, Abraham, pp.86-87 reminds us that the change of person from
second to third can also be a rhetorical device to drive a wedge
between the opponents and the Galatian believers.
19j
Barrett, Freedom, pp.14-15, p.68. But some think the singular form
is generic, thus similar to the plural form in 1.7 (Betz, Gal, p.267;
Fung, Gal, p.238; Longenecker, Gal, p.232). See Bruce, Gal,
pp. 235-36.
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Paul seems to see them as a similar group, 20 then it is very probable
that the agitators might come from Jerusalem (note also the
prominence of Jerusalem in 4.25-26 and in the narratio). 21
On the basis of 1.6-9 and Paul's accusing them of perverting the
gospel, it seems clear that the opponents were Jewish Christians,
though there are some difficulties related to the textual problem of
o. TrepuremvoilevoL in 6.13a, and whether it is in the middle or
passive voice. 22
 A few scholars have argued that the opponents were
judaizing Gentiles ('those who are getting themselves circumcised';
nepvreApogevol. as permissive middle), 23
 or Jewish-Christian Gnostics
according to Schmithals, 24
 but the majority of scholars remain
convinced that they were Jewish Christians from Jerusalem (cf. 4.30;
see also Acts 21.20). 25 The use of the present participle
20
It appears that there is some sort of continuity in the conflicts at
Jerusalem, Antioch and now in Galatia. According to Eckert, there is
a sort of conection: 'zumindest einen geistigen Zusammenhang'
(Verkandigung, p.235). But we cannot assume that they must be the
same people. See Kiimmel, Introduction, p.301; Betz, Gal, p.7;
Barrett, Freedom, p.6. In our opinion, Watson's conclusion that 'the
strongest reason for identifying Paul's opponents in Galatia with the
"men from James" is that exactly the same problem had arisen in
Galatia as at Antioch: Should Gentiles submit to the law of Moses?'
(Paul, p.61) seems to be overstated (cf. pp.59-61).
21]
E.g. Lightfoot, Gal, p.29; KUmmel, Introduction, pp.298-301; Jewett,
'Agitators', p.204; Eckert, Verkandigung, p.235; Borse, Gal, p.23;
Barclay, Obeying, pp.43, 52; Hansen, Abraham, p.174; Longenecker,
Gal, p.xciv; Matera, Gal, p.9-10.
22
wcpereAvoilevot (present passive participle) is attested bj,KACDK
P et al; TreperettrnavoL (perfect passive participle) by P 4 B F(G) L
is etc. According to Metzger, Textual Commentary, p.598 neintemvollevot.
is the stronger reading. The arguments for various options are fully
discussed in Richardson, Israel, pp.84-89; Howard, Paul, pp.17-19.
231q
unck, Paul, pp.87-90; cf. E. Hirsch, 'Zwei Frage zu Galater 6', ZNW
29 (1930), pp.192-97; W. Michaelis, 'Judaistische Heidenchristen',
ZNW 30 (1931), pp.83-89; Schoeps, Paul, pp.65, 77; A.E. Harvey, 'The
Opposition to Paul', in Studia Evangelica IV (1968), pp.319-32.
24
W. Schmithals, 'The Heretics in Galatia', Paul and the Gnostics [ET;
Nashville: Abingdon, 1972], pp.13-64; expanded and updated in
'Judaisten in Galatien?' ZNW 74 (1983), pp.27-58. See the criticisms
by R.McL. Wilson, 'Gnostics in Galatia?' in Studia Evangelica IV
(1968), pp.358-67; Eckert, Verkandigung, pp.64-71, 231; Drane, Paul,
pp.46-51, 89-91.
25
E.g. Lightfoot, Gal, pp.52-53; Ridderbos, Gal, pp.15-16; Eckert,
Verkandigung; KUmmel, Introduction, p.298; Betz, Gal, p.7; HUbner,
Law, p.61; Bruce, Gal, pp.25-27, 31-32; Kim, Origin, p.67 n2; Borse,
Gal, p.23; Barrett, Freedom, p.22; Hansen, Abraham, p.174; Barclay,
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neperegvottevoL may well be demanded by the argumentative context, as
Jewett explains: 2-6
It is easy to see why Paul did not choose this past form of the
participle: that would imply that anyone who had been previously
circumcised, even as a child, would be standing in opposition to
the law. But Paul is not concerned here with the presence of
circumcised persons - like himself - in the church; he is
concerned instead with those who now demand circumcision for
Gentile Christians.
According to 5.2-3 and 6.12, 'circumcision' must have been high
on the agenda of these Jewish Christian opponents. 27
 This is also
reflected in Paul's theological statement at 5.6
	 ('neither
circumcision nor uncircumcision, but faith working through love') and
6.15 ('neither circumcision nor uncircumcision, but a new
creation'). 28 Furthermore, on 'mirror reading' Paul's self-defence at
5.11 ('if I still preach circumcision') 29 and his fierce word on the
Obeying, p.42; 'Mirror', p.88; Fung, Gal, pp.7-8; Lildemann, Paul,
p.45; Mussner, Gal, pp.25, 29; Longenecker, Gal, pp.xcv, 292; Carson,
Moo and Morris, Introduction, p.295; Ziesler, Gal, p.114.
26Jewett, 'Agitators', p.202. According to Burton, Gal, pp.351-54,
6.13a refers not to the opponents but to the Galatian Gentile
believers. But this rendering would require a change of subject
halfway through 6.12-13, which is very unnatural. See Bruce, Gal,
p.269; Fung, Gal, p.304.
27See esp. Eckert, VerkOndigung, pp.31-71; Barclay, Obeying, pp.45-60.
Cf. Lightfoot, Gal, p.27; Burton, Gal, p.liv; Kiimmel, Introduction,
p.298; Jewett, 'Agitators', pp.200-204; Bruce, Gal, p.27; Barrett,
Freedom, p.14; Schlier, Gal, p.19; Hansen, Abraham, p.170; Liihrmann,
Gal, p.104; Fung, Gal, p.8; LUdemann, Paul, p.45.
228
This antithetical construction ov-ou8c-O	 iaa s quite prominent in
Paul (also in 1.1; 1.11-12; 1.16c-17; 4.14; cf. 1 Thess 2.3-4). See
Lyons, Pauline, pp.107-12; J.L. Martyn, 'Apocalyptic Antinomies in
Paul's Letter to the Galatians', NTS 31 (1985), pp.410-24.
29
It is more likely that Cri, refers to Paul's pre-conversion times,
i.e. before his being commissioned by God on the road to Damascus
(e.g. Burton, Gal, p.286; Bruce, Gal, p.236; Fung, Gal, pp.238-39;
contra Ridderbos, Gal, pp.193-94). Watson's thesis (see §1.2.4), that
Paul first worked as a missionary to Jews only without questioning
the law, and only subsequently turned to preaching to Gentiles in
response to failure among the Jews, seems to build on rather flimsy
evidence (5.11; 1 Cor 9.20-21; Rom 11.11). According to Watson, 'Paul
acknowledges that he once preached TO aceneALov xis ncperopis, but
uses his experiences of persecution by the Jewish community to prove
that he does no more' (Paul, p.30). But according to Paul's own
description, the radical transformation took place on the Damascus
road when he was changed from a persecutor of the Church to an
apostle to the Gentiles (1.13-16; cf. Rom 1.5; 11.13; 15.15-16).
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opponents at 5.12 ('mutilate themselves'), there is also an echo of
circumcision. From the clues we find in Paul's discussion on
'Abraham' (cf. 3.6-18, 29; 4.21-31), 30
 it appears very likely that the
opponents had appealed to the Abraham story in Gen 17 to argue that
Gentile believers should also follow the example of Abraham, to
believe in God and to be circumcised. 31 'Any uncircumcised male who is
not circumcised in the flesh of his foreskin shall be cut off from
his people; he has broken my covenant' (Gen 17.14). 32
 In many ways,
the Jews of early Judaism looked to Abraham as a model of obedience
to God, Abraham being the model Jew and forefather of Jewish
society. 33
As for how much of the Torah the agitators expected the Gentile
Christians to observe, scholars continue to debate whether they
demanded obedience to the law as a whole or whether they were
prepared to allow the Galatians to be selective or superficial in
their observance of it. The debate centers around three crucial
texts: 4.10; 5.3; 6.13a. 34 According to 4.10, the agitators seem to
have insisted on Jewish observances of holy 'days, months, seasons,
and years'. 35 Though exactly what each of these terms signifies
30J
More and more scholars acknowledge the possibility that Paul's
discussion on 'Abraham' is a response to the opponents'
interpretation; cf. Eckert, Verkiindigung, pp.75-76; Barrett, Freedom,
pp.22-24; 'Allegory', pp.158-168; HUbner, Law, pp.16-17; Martyn,
'Law-Observant', pp.317-23; Barclay, Obeying, pp.53-54; Hansen,
Abraham, pp.171-74; Liihrmann, Gal, p.105; Matera, Gal, p.9. See esp.
Sanders' reconstruction of the opponents' message (Paul, pp.54-55).
31
On Abraham as the first true proselyte, see Jubilees 11.15-17;
Apocalypse of Abraham 1-8; Josephus, Antiquities 1.154ff; Philo, De
Virtutibus 212ff; Genesis Rabbah 46.2. Cf. Hansen, Abraham,
pp. 180-98.
32
In a wide range of Jewish literature, there is a close association
between the themes of Abraham, circumcision, and covenant: e.g. Jub
15.9-35; Sir 44.19-20; Theodotus, fragment 5 (in Eusebius,
Praeparatio Evangelica 9.22.7); 1 Macc 1.15, 60-63; m. Aboth 3.12; b.
Sanhedrin 99a; b. Yoma 85b; b. Shabbath 135a; Philo, Quaestiones et
Sclutiones in Genesin 3.46-52; Josephus, Antiquities 1.192 (cf. Acts
7.8; Rom 4.9-10).
335ee Watson, Paul, pp.136-38; Dunn, Rom, 1:200-201; Longenecker,
Eschatology, p.212.
34
See Barclay, Obeying, pp.60-65.
35
Cf. Gen 1.14; Jub 1.14; 6.34-38; 1 Enoch 72-82; Col 2.16. Schoeps,
Paul, p.77 argues that they are Sabbaths, calendar months, Jewish
festivals and probably jubilee years; Fitzmyer thinks 'Days like the
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remains debatable, Burton is probably right to observe that 'the four
terms without mutual exclusiveness cover(ing) all kinds of
celebrations of days and periods observed by the Jews' 36 Some suggest
that Paul's remark that 'every man who lets himself be circumcised is
obliged to keep the entire law' (5.3) 37
 seems to indicate that the
agitators were insincere in their demand of the law and did not tell
the Galatians the whole truth. 38
 Others propose that they taught the
Galatians to observe only a portion or a selection of the Law, but
gradually increasing their demands. 39 It is perhaps more probable that
Paul's comment 'keeping the whole law' is just a reminder that
whoever accepts circumcision thereby accepts the obligation of the
whole Torah and to take on a whole and wholly Jewish way of life."
Similarly, the remark at 6.13a ('even the circumcised do not
themselves obey the law') might seem to suggest that the agitators
were not observant Jews, or did not hold to a rigid understanding of
the Law. 41 But one should probably not take the comment in 6.13a at
Sabbath and Yom hakkippurim are meant; months like the 'new moon';
seasons like Passover and Pentecost; years like the sabbatical years'
('Gal', 47:26); very differently, Jewett, 'Agitators', pp.207-208.
36j
Burton, Gal, p.234. See also Bruce, Gal, pp.205-206; Barclay,
Obeying, pp.63-64; Longenecker, Gal, p.182. If it is Jewish
calendrical observances that Paul refers
shocking that Paul polemically associates
to, it is indeed quite
these Jewish observances
need not
men were
with their former pagan worship (cf. 4.3, 8-9), but this
imply that Paul is confused over the description of 'what
liberated from' (so argued by Raisanen, Paul, p.23).
37
There is no reason to read gAov 1.6v vOilov in 5.3 and b Tao vOmos in
5.14 as two different vopoL (contra Hilbner, Law, pp.36-41; see Bruce,
Gal, pp.230, 241; Sanders, PUP, pp.96-97).
38:
E.g. Lightfoot, Gal, p.219; Schlier, Gal, pp.231-32; Mussner, Gal,
pp.347-48; Brinsmead, Gal, pp.64-65, 119.
39So for instance, Jewett, 'Agitators', pp.207-208 suggests that the
agitators had a subtle policy: they 'tactfully did not mention that
circumcision imposed the obligation to obey the entire range of the
law.. .the agitators were not disturbed as long as quick and
observable results could be achieved'. Similarly, Sanders, PUP, p.29
suggests, 'Paul's opponents may have adopted a policy of gradualism,
requiring first some of the major commandments (circumcision, food,
days), a policy which was probably not unique among Jewish
missionaries'.
4033arclay, Obeying, p.64; cf. Kilmmel, Introduction, p.300; Ziesler,
Gal, pp.74-75.
41
Longenecker, Gal, p.293.
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face value, but read it as a polemical comment: Paul's purpose is to
undermine the credibility of the opponents - the agitators advocate
circumcision for the sake of self-interest and self-glorification
only. 42
 It is possible that the agitators placed too much emphasis on
the distinctive Jewish observances, such as circumcision, food laws,
Sabbath and holy days, and tended to neglect the remainder of the
Torah (cf. 5.14), and thus were open to Paul's criticism. 43
From the above analysis, including filling various 'gaps', the
conflict between Paul and the Jewish Christian opponents is obviously
an internal debate, an intra-Christian conflict. 44 It does appear that
Paul reacts to the opponents' interpretation of the Torah, especially
with regard to the necessity of circumcision. Sanders' comment on the
opponents is worth quoting in length: 45
It should be emphasized that Paul's opponents, when they
insisted that Gentile Christians should become Jews, did not
oppose the salvation of all people. They held, rather, that
Israel knew the will of. the one God of the universe, and that
the universe should conform to that will, expressed in the law
of Moses, though more recently revealed in Christ. Universal
salvation, on this understanding, would be achieved by full
proselytisation to the Jewish messianic sect: acceptance of the
election of Israel, the law of Moses, and the saving death of
the Messiah Jesus.
The crucial issue was whether or not it was necessary for
Gentile converts to undergo circumcision, i.e. to become proselytes
to Judaism in order to enter the Abrahamic family (cf. 3.7, 9, 14,
22, 26, 29; 4.7) and to adopt the Mosaic law, notably Sabbath and
holy days (with Jewish dietary laws implied as seen from the Antioch
episode), as their pattern of life. 46
42
Barclay, Obeying, pp.64-65; cf. Liihrmann, Gal, p.101; Matera, Gal,
p.231.
43
Cf. Ktimmel, Introduction, p.300: 'the reproach that the opponents do
not themselves obey the law (6.13) obviously ties in with the fact
that their primary interest is in circumcision, not in having the
Galatian Christians observe the law'.
44
MuSSner, Gal, p.29 reminds us that even if the opponents Paul was
combatting were Jewish Christians, Paul is not anti-Judaistic. See
also Liihrmann, Gal, p.106 on different Christian missions.
45
Sanders, Paul, p.51.
46:
Barclay, Obeying, pp.235-36; cf. Matera, Gal, p.11. One should note
that observances of circumcision, food laws, Sabbath and holy days
are main signs of obedience to the Jewish law; they are also points
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2.3.4. Towards a Historical Reconstruction:
If Paul's opponents in Galatia were demanding circumcision even
from Gentile believers, did that not contradict the original
Jerusalem agreement according to 2.7-9? In our opinion, Dunn has
proposed a very plausible explanation: the Incident at Antioch (cf.
2.11-14) had marked a watershed or turning point in the formative
period of the early Christian Church. 47 According to Dunn's
reconstruction, the differences between Paul and other Jewish
Christians became more apparent after the conflict over mixed
table-fellowship at Antioch. 48
During the Jerusalem conference, the 'Pillars' of the Jerusalem
Church and Paul and Barnabas of the Antioch Church agreed that
circumcision was not required of Gentile believers. But apparently
they had different understandings: from the perspective of the
'Pillars', this might be just a matter of concession, i.e. only
circumcision was not required; but Paul seems to understand the
agreement more as a matter of principle, i.e. circumcision stands for
all levels and activities of 'judaizing'. 49 And so when the conflict
over food laws broke out at Antioch, both parties were surprised at
the other's reactions. From Paul's perspective, if circumcision was
not required of Gentile believers, logically and consistently, food
law observances should not be demanded. But this logic apparently was
not shared by the more conservative 'certain men from James' whose
which chiefly marked out the distinctions between Jews and Gentiles
(cf. Sanders, Paul, pp.61, 90).
475ee Dunn, 'Incident', JPL, pp.160-61; 'Theology', JPL, pp.255-58;
Partings, pp.134-35; cf. Unity, pp.253-54.
48
Bornkamm, Paul, p.39: 'We may be sure that the Jerusalem church did
not adopt Paul's gospel in its entirety and all its logical
implications'. Holmberg, Paul, pp.21-22 too understands that there
are at least three different interpretations of the Jerusalem
agreement (i.e. Paul at the radical 'liberal' extreme, the opponents
at the conservative end, and Peter, James and Barnabas the 'middle'
position), but it is not clear whether the disagreement appeared
already in the confer,nce itself.
49
Dunn, 'Theology', JPL, pp.251-52; Partings, p.130. Cf. F.F. Bruce,
Paul (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1977), p.181: 'Paul's position on the
circumcision question was clear-cut because he had thought it
through; the Jerusalem leaders had not as yet had any occasion to
think it through, and so their position was not so clear-cut'; also
Eckert, Verkandigung, pp.24-25.
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basic concern had to do with Jewish Christians. They would argue that
while circumcision as the final step of judaizing was not required,
that was merely a concession for Gentile converts, Jewish observances
such as food laws certainly were not abolished.
According to this reconstruction, it is quite possible that some
Jewish Christians were shocked by Paul's logic, and may even have
called for a reevaluation of the original concession in the Jerusalem
agreement. For the more conservative 'false brethren' and the
agitators in Galatia, indeed, the original concession on circumcision
should never have been made in the first place and should now be
abandoned. Furthermore, they might argue that the logic of
consistency would require them to impose circumcision even on Gentile
believers, together with all the other Jewish observances, in order
that the Christian church could remain united as one. It is possible
that the agitators understand their 'circumcision' mission as
completing or complementing (cf. 3.3) Paul's unfinished work among
the Gentile believers. 50
 This is also the logic of the 'victory' of
the men from James at Antioch over Paul. According to the opponents'
missiological policy, Gentile believers would become incorporated
into the majority Jewish Christian community.
And so when the agitators embarked on the 'circumcision' mission
in the Galatian churches, Paul disagreed and reacted fiercely to
their teaching. Since Paul saw a certain similarity between the
present crisis in Galatia and the previous crisis at Antioch (note
the verb 'compel' in 2.14b and 6.12), he thought it necessary to
recount the confrontation he had with Peter, how he alone stood firm
in the gospel in contrast to Peter who changed his behaviour because
of pressure from the 'men from James'. And since Paul saw similarity
and continuation in the two crises, he 'repeated' also his succinct
theological response to Peter and other Jewish Christians now for the
Galatians.
50
0ne can compare the agitators to the more conservative Jew from
Galilee, Eleazar, and Paul to the more lax Jewish merchant Ananias in
the story of the conversion of Izates, king of Adiabene told by
Josephus, Antiquities 20.2.4 (§§38-48). Cf. D. Cohn-Sherbok, 'Some
Reflections on James Dunn's "The Incident at Antioch", JSNT 18
(1983), pp.68-74, here p.70: 'it would have only been natural for
observant Jewish Christians to demand from their co-religionists the
same strict observance of Jewish law as that found within mainstream
Judaism'.
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2.3.5. Concluding Remarks:
We need to observe that the main debating point between Paul and
his Jewish Christian opponents is not Christology, whether or not
Jesus is the Messiah (a Christological question if Paul is debating
with non-Christian Jews), but ecclesiology, about how Jewish and
Gentile Christians can worship and live as equal partners in a
community of believers. They disagree as to whether the (new) faith
in Messiah Jesus require a redefinition of one's self-understanding
as a Jew, and how radical such a redefinition would have to be. From
the opponents' point of view, faith in Messiah Jesus is clearly not
seen as an alternative to Torah observances; the two aspects are very
well regarded as complementary components, and so covenantal nomism
is not called into question. 51
With respect to the opponents' demand for circumcision and other
Jewish observances even on the Galatians, their basic presumption is
that being a Gentile Christian is not good enough; one has to become
a Jewish proselyte and to live as a Jew in all respects. In actual
practice, according to their missiological viewpoint, the Gentile
Christian has to adopt Jewish identity and behaviour patterns, a
thoroughgoing judaizing on the part of the Gentile convert. Their
belief is that Jewish identity and lifestyle are superior, and so
'living 'Iatiami.as' is a necessary and logical step for Gentile
Christians!
Since the agitators were also Jewish Christians, like Peter, and
their attempt to 'compel' was worse than Peter's act of withdrawing
from table-fellowship at Antioch, Paul presumably found it necessary
to recount his theological argumentation at Antioch for the Galatians
now. Thus one can expect to find Paul combating these Jewish
Christian presumptions also in 2.15-21. In terms of strategy, Paul
may well take this opportunity to undercut his opponents' demand for
circumcision and Jewish lifestyle from Gentile believers by
challenging their 'living 'IcrOceLas' presumption. If Paul could
succeed in arguing that covenantal nomism was not necessary even for
51
In terms of salvation history, these Jewish Christian opponents
would probably insist on the continuity of God's act: the gracious
gift of Torah to Israel is now followed by the sending of Messiah
Jesus.
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Jewish Christians in 2.15-21, then the very basis for Gentile
Christians to accept circumcision and to adopt a Jewish lifestyle
would be undermined.
Despite the likelihood that Paul lost in his appeal to and
rebuke of Peter at Antioch, 52 he wanted the Gentile Christians in
Galatia to focus on the main theological argument in 2.15-21 (see
§2.1.3. on 'double audience'). Thus two issues may be expected to
come out again: (1) one would expect Paul to clarify the precise
relationship between faith in Messiah Jesus and covenantal nomism for
Jewish Christians (cf. 2.15-16; 2.21b); (2) if Paul disagreed with
his opponents that 'living 'IovScarals' is the necessary lifestyle,
then Paul no doubt had to provide an alternative lifestyle,
appropriate for both Jewish and Gentile Christians (cf. 2.19-20; see
again §2.2.3). In the event Paul wished to demonstrate how he had or
would have defended his understanding of 'the truth of the gospel'.53
52The fact that Paul is silent on the outcome of the argument at
Antioch probably implies that he was unsuccessful (so Bornkamm, Paul,
p.47; Brown and Meier, Antioch, p.39; Dunn, Partings, p.134). For a
list of scholars who think Paul won the conflict and of those who
think Paul lost, see Holmberg, Paul, p.34 n117.
53
Thus in the letter Paul tries not only to persuade the Galatian
Gentile Christians to stand firm in the gospel of Christ (cf. 1.7-9),
to stand by his side and to imitate him (cf. 4.12; the
autobiographical narrative as a demonstration of his ethos; Gaventa,
'Galatians', pp.321-22; Koptak, 'Rhetorical', p.108), but above all
to accept his explanation and theological formulation of the gospel
of Christ.
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2.4. A PRELIMINARY OUTLINE FOR 2.15-21
At the end of this lengthy preliminary ground clearing chapter,
we are now more ready to embark on our main study on 2.15-21. In
terms of rhetorical analysis, 2.15-21 is Paul's 'address' to Peter
with respect to the crisis at Antioch which in turn has vital
implications for the Gentile believers in the Galatian churches (see
our clarifications in §2.1). This is why we have had to investigate
the nature of the crisis over mixed table-fellowship between Jewish
and Gentile Christians at Antioch (§2.2) and the crisis over
circumcision and Jewish observances caused by the Jewish Christian
agitators in Galatia (§2.3).
In sum we must emphasize that one should try to read Paul's
argumentation in 2.15-21 as his response to the concerns of Jewish
Christians caught up in the crisis at Antioch (see §2.2.3). At the
same time it is also important that we do not lose sight of the wider
context of the Galatian crisis; the Galatian Gentile Christians were
in danger of being persuaded by some agitators to judaize and to
accept circumcision (§2.3.3). Thus when Paul recounts his theological
argumentation in 2.15-21, he has also in mind the Jewish Christian
opponents and their explicit demand of circumcision and Jewish
lifestyle from Gentile Christians (§2.3.5). Paul's argument may
function to undermine his opponents' assumption. In our view, Paul's
response to the concerns of Jewish Christians, how they should define
their identity and behaviour pattern with respect to the new faith in
Messiah Jesus, will have direct consequences for the pastoral needs
of the Gentile Christians in Galatia.
The main task of our project is to study 2.15-21 in detail and
to follow Paul's argumentation as best we can. But as we saw in our
selective account of various interpretations in §1.4 above, one major
difficulty confronting all scholars is how to determine the flow of
argument which is closely related to the basic structure of 2.15-21.
In our opinion, two indicators could be useful for determining the
basic structure of this tightly argued text: the change of person,1
So Kieffer, Foi, pp.16-17; Cousar, Gal, p.50; Baird, 'Gal', p.1207;
with variations. Cf. C.E.B. Cranfield, 'Changes of Person and Number
in Paul's Epistles', in P & P, pp.280-89.
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and the use of IA TVOLTO at 2.17d.
According to the first indicator, there is a shift of person
from second person singular 'you' at 2.14b to first person plural
'we' at 2.15-17 and then to first person singular 'I' at 2.18-21a.
The last statement of 2.21b is in the third person; it refers to
'Christ'. Upon closer observation, one could also notice that the
first person singular pronoun 46 appears only at 2.19-20, but not at
2.18 or 2.21a (though the verbs KaTkomm, olKosopa, cvmovivw, &ova)
are first person singulars). Similarly, the first person plural -Wets
appears in 2.15-16 but not in 2.17. Thus 2.15-21 can be subdivided
into six units of unequal lengths: 2.15-16 'We' (emphatic -hgets);
2.17 'We'; 2.18 '1'; 2.19-20 'I' (emphatic evo); 2.21a '1'; 2.21b
'Christ'.
As for the second indicator, the use of IA wevocto as a
rhetorical device by Paul, there seems to be a basic rhetorical
structure which consists of an assertion of varying length, a
question based on a false inference from the previous assertion, a
strong negation and finally clarification/s or reason/s for
rejection. 2 This observation can be helpful for understanding the
links between various parts in 2.17-20. According to Lyons, 2.21
)
serves also as the appropriate conclusion (conclusio; entAnos) to
the entire narratio. 3 The conditional statement of 2.21b (introduced
by 74) is more appropriately taken as proof for the preceding
statement 2.21a. 4 Thus when these indicators are taken together, it
is possible for us to arrive at a preliminary outline for 2.15-21 as
follows:
1. 2.15-16
2. 2.17
3. 2.18
4. 2.19-20
5. 2.21
'We' - the Assertion
'We' - the Question and Negation (IA TkItovro)
'I' - Clarification 1 (Totp)
'I' - Clarification 2 (Tap)
'I' - Concluding Remarks;
,	 5
'Christ' (2.21b links up to 2.21a; Tap)
2For our discussion on the rhetorical pattern, see §4.3. below.
3Lyons, Pauline, p.135.
4So Burton, Gal, p.141; Longenecker, Gal, p.95; contra Bachmann,
pp.58-59 who insists that 2.21b is parallel to 2.18.
5Compare our basic outline with the propositio according to Betz,
Gal, p.114 which consists of four parts: the point of presumed
agreement (2.15-16), the point of disagreement (2.17-18), the
exposition (2.19-20) and the refutation (2.21). See also the
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For the main part of our study we will refer to this preliminary
outline as a general framework for the verse by verse analysis. Since
Paul's argument in 2.15-21 is related initially to the Antioch
Incident, we will constantly ask ourselves, How does Paul respond to
the problem of 'living kevca)s or 'Imiactian' (cf. 2.14b) as it had
arisen out of the Antioch crisis? Should Gentile Christians live
'Iouaaticas? Did Paul argue that Jewish Christians should live
. 6
cOvucws? What is the alternative lifestyle for Jewish Christians
which is also appropriate for Gentile Christians? How does Paul
redefine the crux of Christian faith? What is the precise
relationship between covenantal nomism and faith in Messiah Jesus?
What does Paul mean by 'justification by faith and not by works of
the law' (2.15-16) with respect to the community context? What is the
role of Torah in Christian living? etc (see also §1.4.13).
Since Paul's clarification on the identity and behaviour pattern
for Jewish Christians is also related to the current crisis in the
Galatian churches, we shall keep in mind the question how his
formulation and redefinition of Christian faith helps to respond to
the pastoral need of the Gentile Christians in Galatia, and how it
may it undercut his opponents' argument. In our discussion we shall
pay attention not only to what Paul argues in 2.15-21, but also to
why, the real reason underlying Paul's argumentation (esp. §7.2). But
now to the exegesis of 2.15-21.
modification on 2.18 as the first reason by Fitzmyer, 'Gal', 47:19.
6
This is one of Watson's basic theses: 'To seek to be justified by
faith in Christ thus means to live like a Gentile, i.e. to live as a
member of a Pauline congregation, separated from the Jewish
community' (Paul, p.67). In Watson's view, Paul advocates 'Jewish
Christians live ,19.vsAccls'.
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CHAPTER THREE
THE ASSERTION - 'JUSTIFICATION' DEFINED (GAL 2.15-16)
3.1. INTRODUCTION
According to our preliminary outline of 2.15-21 (§2.4), Paul
begins the discussion with his Jewish dialogue partners with the
assertion of 2.15-16. The assertion is presented as a common
understanding of 'justification' shared also by Peter and other
Jewish Christians. Since it is on the basis of this assertion that
Paul tackles the 'disagreement' in 2.17 ('Is Christ a minister of
sin?'), it is important that we should follow Paul's argumentation in
2.15-16 carefully and observe how he begins to respond to the crisis
of Jewish Christians at Antioch.
The interpretation of 2.15-16 has always been complicated, and
is frequently debated by scholars. There are two major sets of
problems:
(1) The problem of syntactical construction. How are the
different clauses related to one another? How is 2.15 related to
2.16a? Is 2.15 an independent sentence which is not continued into
2.16 so that one may even put a full stop at the end of 2.15
(Bultmann; Klein; NEB)? Or, is 2.15 merely the first clause of the
long and complicated sentence 2.15-16, so that the subject of 2.16b
`Kmi iwicts' is joined back to 2.15 (thus 2.16b is the main clause
qualified by other clauses)?2
As Suhl, 'Galaterbrief', p.3098 puts it 'Strittig ist, wie V.15 und
V.16 syntaktisch aufeinander zu beziehen und inhaltlich zu bestimmen
sind und wie man die daraus vermeintlich zu ziehende Folgerung
verstehen mulY; cf. Ebeling, Truth, p.120.
2This is the majority view: e.g. Schlier, Gal, p.88; Mussner,
p.167 n2; Bruce, Gal, p.137; Kieffer, Foi, pp.36-37; Ebeling, Truth,
pp.122-23; Fung, Gal, p.112; Longenecker, Gal, p.83; Hansen, Abraham,
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The syntactical structure of 2.15 itself is also debated. Does
the noun twaprwAot relate directly to Ma CAK kg koinlv and form a
unit (thus the two parts of 2.15 are synonymous: 'we are Jews by
4
birth and not Gentile sinners')? 3 Or does mgapTwAoi relate to pas,
the first word of 2.15 instead, as Suhl and Neitzel contended?4
Closely related to this syntatical issue is the meaning of the
disputed particle [6c] at the beginning of 2.16a. 5 Does this óc mean
'but' (a strong adversative) so that 2.15 and 2.16a refers to two
contrasting principles (Jewish vs. Christian)? 6 Or should sk be
rendered as a connective particle, without contrast? 7
Another question is the similarity of 2.16a and 2.16c. They seem
to be parallel and repeating statements. Are they repeated for the
purpose of 'reinforcing the truth that faith in Christ is the sole
and sufficient means of justification'? 8 Or repeated with 'different
emphasis each time, so that it is increasingly illuminated'? 9 Or more
specifically, 'in verse 16 Paul pushes what began as a qualification
of covenantal nomism into an outright antithesis'?10
(2) The meaning of key words and unique phrases. Here are a few
significant Pauline terms: 81.10X1,0i1V, which is being used in three
p.101.
3
E.g. Kieffer, Foi, p.37; Bruce, Gal, p.137; Fung, Gal, 113; also
RSV; NRSV; NJB; NIV; NEB; KJV.
4 See §1.4.8. They insist that Paul has in mind both Jews and Gentiles
are equally 'sinners'. See §3.2.2. below.
5
The textual evidence for the particle ak is rather evenly1 balanced.
It is read by M B C D*, but26omitted by P46 A D2 TR syr el cop. It
is considered doubtful by NA . According to Betz, Gal, p.115 n29, Se
points to the contrast between 00"Cl. and etaares; Lagrange, Gal, p.47
comments that it is not a full-stop, nor a comma, but a pause.
• 
6
So Klein, lIndividualgeschichte', pp.181-85; he accuses the
rendering by Wilckens and Kiimmel as not making any sense
('SUndenverst&ndnis', pp.267-68 n101).
7
5o Kiimmel, 'Individualgeschichte', p.159: 'kopulative Bedeutung';
Longenecker, Gal, p.83: 'The postpositive [sic] ak is one of the most
commonly used Greek particles, which often sets up some contrast
between clauses but is also used simply as a connective without
contrast. Here it appears simply as a conjunction ("and"), merging
with the participle it follows'.
8
Fung, Gal, p.117; also Ridderbos, Gal, p.100; Kieffer, Foi, p.37.
9
Ebeling, Truth, p.124.
10
Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, p.196; 'Theology', JPL, pp.252-54.
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different tenses (present al.KMLOZTML in 2.16a; aorist SuccautOmcp in
11 )12.16c; and future SuccuwenTerat in 2.16d); ewe yowl), which occurs
here for the first time in the letter but three times here alone
,(2.16a,c,d); 3.2 TUCTLS 'InTa XpLaTa ('faith of Jesus Christ' or
'faith in Jesus Christ'), 13 which occurs with different prepositions
(6(1 in 2.16a; £K in 2.16c). 14 Other words that have attracted
considerable scholarly debate include the meaning of agaptwXot
(2.15), 16 gliepWROS (2.16a), 16 and TIcg (2.16d). 17
11 1s there any significance in the different tenses being used? The
disagreement between Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, pp.207-208 and
Raisdnen, 'Galatians', p.345 lies partly in how significant is the
use of different tenses in 2.16; cf. Longenecker, Gal, pp.84-85.
12:
Besides the classic study by Lohmeyer, there is now a renewed
interest in the phrase, notably in the debate between Dunn and
Schreiner, Moo, Westerholm, Cranfield (cited in §1.2.3). See also M.
Barth, Ephesians (AB 34; 2 vols; NY: Doubleday, 1974), 1:244-48; D.P.
Fuller, 'Paul and "The Works of the Law", WTJ 38 (1975-76),
pp.28-42; D.J. Moo, '"Law", "Works of the Law", and Legalism in
Paul', WTJ 45 (1983), pp.73-100; R. Heiligenthal, 'Soziologische
Implikationen der paulinischen Rechtfertigungslehre im Galaterbrief
am Beispiel der "Werke des Gesetzes". Beobachtungen zur
Identitatsfindung einer friffichristlichen Gemeinde', Kairos 26 (1984),
pp.38-53; R.G. Hamerton-Kelly, 'Sacred Violence and "Works of Law".
"Is Christ then an Agent of Sin?" (Galatians 2.17)', CBQ 52 (1990),
pp.55-75; 'Sacred Violence and the Curse of the Law (Galatians 3.13):
The Death of Christ as a Sacrificial Travesty', NTS 36 (1990),
pp.98-118. On different views regarding this phrase, see §3.3.2.
13
The controversy surrounds the ambiguity of the genitive 'Ivrot
XpLo-roili: Is it an objective genitive ('faith in Jesus Christ') or a
subjective genitive ('faith[fulness] of Jesus Christ')? Two recent
strong proponents for the subjective view are Hays, Faith, pp.139-91;
'HMIS and Pauline Christology: What is at Stake?' SBLSP (1991),
pp.714-29; cf. 'Christology and Ethics in Galatians: The Law of
Christ', CBQ 49 (1987), pp.268-90; 'Crucified With Christ', in PT1,
pp.227-46; mid M.D. Hooker, 'HIETIE XPIETOT', NTS 35 (1989),
pp.321-42. But J.D.G. Dunn strongly reacts against this view in 'Once
More, HIETIE XPIETOT', SBLSP (1991), pp.730-44. See §3.3.3. below.
14 1s there any material difference with the two prepositions (cf. Rom
3.30)? Many (e.g. C.K. Barrett, The Epistle to the Romans [BNTC; 2nd
edition; London: AC Black, 1991], p.80; Bruce, Gal, pp.139-40) regard
the change as purely stylistic; but this is recently challenged again
by S.K. Stowers, 'EK HIETEOZ and MA THE HIZTEOE in Romans 3.30', JBL
108 (1989), pp.665-74. See the excursus under §3.3.3. below.
15Cf. K.H. Rengstorf, qcgap-rwA6s i , TDNT 1:317-33; Dunn, 'Incident',
JPL, pp.150-51;	 'Pharisees, Sinners, and Jesus',
	 [1988]	 JPL,
pp.61-88, here pp.71-77.
16
See §1.4.13.(5) above, and §3.2.1 and §3.3.5. below.
17
The meaning of cmg is fairly controversial in Pauline theology.
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More recently, the debate on 2.16 specifically, and Pauline
theology in a broader perspective, is very much associated with Dunn
and his 'New Perspective'. Dunn, among other things, argues strongly
that 81,KaL0tV is covenant language, 18 and by elyym vopov Paul has in
mind the Jewish covenant markers, the identity-confirming and
boundary-defining acts, such as circumcision, food laws, Sabbath
observances which were widely regarded as characteristically and
distinctively Jewish. 19 According to Dunn, the earliest Christian
movement is a form of Jewish Bessianism found still within the social
religious matrix of Judaism, and the debate between Paul and Peter is
an internal Christian debate on the relevance of the Jewish 'works of
the law' for the mixed Christian community. 20
Since Rdisànen has come up with the most severe criticisms of
Dunn's reading, we shall highlight some of his main challenges. On
the break between the Christian church and Judaism, RAisanen insists
that it occurred much earlier: 21
it was not Paul, who first introduced into the new community of
faith the pressure toward a break!...Above all, it was not he
who first came forward with exclusive Christological claims. The
break with Judaism became logically inevitable at the very
moment when the claim was raised that faith in Jesus is the only
way to salvation.
On the interpretation of 2.16, Misdnen challenges Dunn on
several points. (1) Agreeing with Sanders, he insists that the verb
SLKOGLOZT1ftL	 is	 primarily	 a	 transfer term	 'a	 usage
Among others, see esp. Bultmann, Theology, 1:232-46; E. Schweizer, F.
Baumgartel, and R. Meyer, 'Tag', TDNT 7:98-151; A. Sand, Der Begriff
'Fleisch' in den paulinischen Hauptbriefen (BU 2; Regensburg: Pustet,
1967); 'cr&pe, EWNT 3:549-57; E. Brandenburger, Fleisch und Geist
(WMANT 29; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener, 1968); R. Jewett, Paul's
Anthropological Terms (AGJU 10; Leiden: EJ Brill, 1970), pp.49-166;
H. Seebass and A.C. Thiselton, 'Flesh Tcfcpe, NIDNTT 1:671-82. It is
generally agreed that the meaning of TO:g at 2.16d (and Rom 3.20) is
related to Paul's modification of the scriptural quotation of or
allusion to Ps 143.2 (LXX 142.2), but it is not clear why Paul
modifies it. See §3.4.2.
18See now J.D.G. Dunn, 'The Justice of God: A Renewed Perspective on
Justification by Faith', JTS 43 (1992), pp.1-22.
19See further §3.3.3.(5) below.
20Cf. Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, p.198; Partings.
21
Raisdnen, 'Galatians', p.550.
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characteristically different from pre-Christian Jewish usage' and its
usage is radically different from the noun SLKaLOTLVII OCOL1 in the
OT. 22 The present tense of aticaLaTaL in 2.16a has little
significance; it refers to the same thing as in the aorist and future
tenses (2.16cd). 23 (2) irtz-rt.s/nLaTeLeLv implies conversion: it is
faith in Jesus Christ, and this is something novel in Judaism; thus
the faith decision (aorist fft.o.TELTocpcv of 2.16b) is presented as a
3.
new step, an act of conversion. 24 (3) cm' pri must mean 'but' in the
adversative sense. 'There is no formal indication of a contrast
between the beginning and the end' and 'it is extremely unlikely that
Paul hit upon this piece of reasoning in the middle of a sentence in
his public address' 25 (4) The formulation of 2.16a 'may well be due
to Paul himself' rather than a traditional formula. 26
 In conclusion,
Raisdnen asserts that: 27
Jews as well as Gentiles must enter the new community. This
necessarily implies that the old covenant no longer works. Such
a soteriological exclusivism reveals the degree of discontinuity
between Judaism and Paul. Faith in Jesus involved quite a new
step for a Jew...In effect, the Jew had to be grafted into a
third tree, as it were. Even he had to become a KatA KTLCLS. It
was a new beginning.
From the above brief survey on the debate, there would no doubt
be general agreement that 2.15-16 is extremely complicated, not only
in terms of syntactical constructions, but also in the meanings of
individual words and phrases. The recent debate between Dunn and
Rdisanen (and also Sanders) depends very much on how the crucial
co:30'ms 0'u-clause of 2.16a is understood. The debate has also
highlighted once again many old questions. For example, what is
22Misamen, 'Galatians', p.545; referring to Sanders, PPJ, pp.470-72,
501, 518 n5, 544; PUP, pp.5-10.
23Rdisdnen, 'Galatians', p.545; also p.551 nn21, 27.
24Raisamen, 'Galatians', p.546; cf. p.549.
25:Rais&nen, 'Galatians', p.547; also Bachmann, ,SUnder, p.61 n174.
aBruce, 'Paul', p.125 accuses Dunn 'to translate kv pi by "except" in
this construction seems.. .to run counter to Greek idiom' (cf. Gal,
pp.101, 138).
26Räisãnen, 'Galatians', pp.547-48.
27j
Rdisanen, 'Galatians', p.549; he comments that Paul criticises not
only the 'identity markers' but also the law 'as such and as a whole'
(p.548).
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Paul's theological context? Are the Soc-root words being used as
Jewish covenantal terminology? What is Paul's relationship with early
Jewish Christianity? What is Paul's relationship with the Jewish
people, and Judaism/s at large? The list can go on and on.
Since 2.15-16 is so complicated, we shall divide the discussion
below into three main parts. §3.2. is on 2.15, the identity of 'we'.
The meaning of CcilapTwAvi., both with reference to the syntactical
structure of 2.15 and to the general use of the word in contemporary
Jewish setting, will be discussed. We hope this will help to explore
the possible covenantal framework of Paul's discussion in 2.15-16.
§3.3 is on 2.16a, which forms the major part of our discussion.
We shall attempt to understanding 2.16a as the faith of the early
Jewish Christians, a common Jewish Christian conviction, in the light
of the C186TCS biti. formula (§3.3.1). The meaning of gpm vdmov,
HICTLS 'InTOt XpLoToi) and aircaLow will be discussed after brief
survey of the debate. Then we shall discuss the meaning of ap IA and
ask what is the possible relationship between 47m vOmov and HICTLS
XpLo-coAu in the mind of Jewish Christians according to 2.16a (§3.3.6).
Does av 1.4 mean 'except' (exceptive) or 'but' (adversative)? Does it
qualify the whole preceding statement (oi) aucaLarrou gvOlawnos
epTcav vogov) or only the principal part (ov aucouovrat. avdpw1ros) ?28 As
an intermediate concluding summary, we shall relate our
interpretation of 2.16a to the social framework for an understanding
of early Jewish Christianity (§3.3.7). We hope this proposal might
help us to resolve in part the disputed 	 at the beginning of 2.16a,
and so the relationship between 2.15 and 2.16a. 29
§3.4. is then on 2.16d, the meaning and purpose of Paul's
quotation of or allusion to Ps 143.2 (LXX 142). The reason why Paul
modifies the original LXX reading and replaces Teas CL7)1, by nam cr4pg
with reference to the context of argumentation will be discussed.
At the end of this long discussion we hope to be in a better
28
This grammatical subtlety is very crucial for Dunn's argument.
According to Dunn, Paul argues from the 'both/and' principle in 2.16a
to the 'either/or' antithesis in 2.16c. See 'New Perspective', JPL,
pp.195-98, 212; Ga1(ms), pp.6-7.
29
Though we incline to accept the authenticity of the particle 45e
here, the textual evidence is rather evenly balanced so that it would
be 'unwise [for us] to build much on either reading' (Barclay,
Obeying, p.78 n9; commenting on HUbner's criticism of Dunn).
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position to see how Paul would have understood the common 'agreement'
which he asserted. We will also make some remarks on the purpose of
Paul's seemingly repetitive statements in 2.16a and 2.16c, and on the
overall argumentation in 2.15-16. Implications will then be drawn
from our interpretation of at',	 in 2.16a for 2.17.
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3.2. THE IDENTITY OF 'NE' (2.15)
3.2.1. Different Renderings of 2.15:
The meaning of 2.15 is indeed difficult to determine, apparently
because there is no verb or participle, and it is not clear how 2.15
is related to 2.16. In a certain sense, the thought of 2.15 does look
'un-Pauline'l As we have already noted above, there are two main
problems involved: (a) Is 2.15 an independent sentence? Or does it
continue into 2.16? And what is the significance and meaning of ak at
the beginning of 2.16a? (b) What is the meaning of ifcgaptwAot? And how
is OcpaprwAot related to 4)peas in 2.15? Some of these problems may be
illustrated in four recent attempts at exegesis within the circle of
German scholarship.
(1) 2.15 as an independent sentence. According to Klein, the
particle at the beginning of 2.16a introduces a new sentence and a
new idea. 2
 Thus 2.15 is about the old dispensation where Jews were
not 'sinners' soteriologically; Jews and Gentiles belonged to two
different categories with their fate already determined by birth
(OumeL). 3 The ethnic division of Jews and Gentiles is almost
equivalent to the soteriological division of Jews (as non-sinners)
and sinners. But this previous boundary (Grenze) is now rendered
obsolete by the new eschatological boundary according to 2.16a. 4
Since Jews and Gentiles are now justified on the same basis and
Jewish 'works of law' are no longer a possibility for justification,
Jews and Gentiles are sinners alike. 5 So Paul, according to Klein,
So for example, some suggest that 2.15 has to be concessive (Burton,
Gal, p.119; Ridderbos, Gal, p.98); or Paul speaks 'from the
provisional stand point of the Jews' (Stauffer, TDNT 2:362; Fung,
Gal, p.112); or there is a note of irony on Paul's part (Lightfoot,
Gal, p.115; Lagrange, Gal, p.46; Longenecker, Gal, p.83). According
to Kieffer, Foi, pp.37, 39 it is both concessive and ironical.
2
Klein, 'Individualgeschichte', p.181; 'Siindenverstasidnis', p.267.
3
Cf. Klein, 'Individualgeschichte', p.181: 'Denn wenn hier die "Juden
von Natur" den "SUndern aus den Heiden" konfrontiert werden, so heiBt
das bUndig, &ail die Juden naturgemall der Disqualifikation als Sunder
nicht unterliegen'.
4
Klein, 'Individualgeschichte', p.182.
5Klein, 'Individualgeschichte', p.183; cf p.192: 'Im Glauben an
Christus werden auch Juden zu solchen, von denen sie sich bis dahin
gerade als Juden, OLTCL (V.15), unterschieden: zu (imaprwAoC.
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employs the word avOpwiros (2.16a) to talk of a new category - des
'Menschen' - in place of the old categories of Jews and Gentiles; the
distinction between Jews and Gentiles is therefore dissolved in
favour of a 'third race'. 6
(2) 2.15 as continuing into 2.16. According to Kiimmel, 2.15-16
must be taken as one sentence: the subject 4410,8 qualified by
01.7cf....&12mprwAoi. and ciAOTes (5...Xpurra.) 'DMA is taken up by the
main sentence KWl .6els as xpLoran, 'InTotv Tro.o.-relf)mamcv in 2.16b.7
Kiimmel insists that the particle 6k is rendered as copulative
('and'), 8 and Paul has a consciousness of Salvation History
(referring to 2 Cor 6.2; 1 Cor 1.7). Therefore 'Jews who are
justified remain Jews, even though they recognise that the Law was
powerless to make them righteous, so that from that point of view
9
they were sinners like the Gentiles'. Kummel observes also that
atimprwAot, Is not used in the Christian sense, but in the traditional
Jewish style: Gentiles, the lawless ones, are 'sinners' (cf. Mark
14.41; par Matt 26.45; Luke 24.7). 10
 He argues that the meaning of
avdpwmos (as in Rom 3.28) is nothing but similar to the indefinite
pronoun T1,8 (jemand; someone; anyone; cf. 1 Cor 4.1; 11.28; Gal 6.1;
6.7); the word 1:1),Opwros basically refers to humankind in contrast to
God. 11
 Thus the 'we' of Jewish Christians remain as Jews.
6
Klein, 'Individualgeschichte', p.183; followed by Kieffer, Foi,
p.50. In many respects, Kieffer's argument is quite close to Klein,
but he insists that 2.15-16 is one continuing sentence (Foi, p.36
n44). According to Kieffer, the substance of 2.15 refers only to the
former situation of Jews, of whom Paul himself is one and he has now
passed over to Christianity (p.37; see also p.38 n47). Cf. Bruce,
Gal, p.138: 'As in Rom 3.28, avepwnos may be more than the equivalent
of the indefinite pronoun 'as. The Jew or the Gentile now stands
before God as a human being, neither privileged (as Jews) nor
underprivileged (as Gentiles)'.
7
Ktimmel, 'Individualgeschichte', pp.158-59. Similarly, Wilckens,
'Was', p.88 n23; cf. 'Christologie und Anthropologie im Zusammenhang
der paulinischen Rechtfertigungslehre', ZNW 67 (1976), pp.64-82.
8KUmmel, 'Individualgeschichte', p.159.
Kammel, 'Individualgeschichte', p.172.
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Kammel, 'Individualgeschichte', p.160, referring to Rengstorf, TDNT
1:317-33.
•1Kiimmel, 'Individualgeschichte', pp.160-61; cf. Man in the New
Testament (ET; London: Epworth, 1963), p.40 n45. The emphasis of
2.16a is therefore not on the subject Olv0pwros, but on the predicate
%Lot by works of law, but by faith of Christ'.
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(3) 2.15 continues into 2.16, but Jews are also classified as
'sinners' in a theological sense (Suhl and Neitzel; for details, see
§1.4.8). They insist, since it is impossible for Paul to say that
'Jews are not sinners', txmaptwXot should be attached directly to
iwicis and so a different syntactical rendering of 2.15 is necessary. 12
In sum, it is quite obvious that the meaning of ligapTwAot is the
key problem. But before we move on to study the possible meanings of
'apaprwAoL in the wider Jewish context, we deem it necessary to begin
with the syntactical structure of 2.15, especially when some find it
necessary to propose new reconstructions in order to solve old
theological difficulties.
3.2.2. The Syntactical Structure of 2.15:
It is to be appreciated that fresh attempts are continually made
to unravel Paul's argument, but we are yet to be convinced by Suhl
and Neitzel on their rendering of the verse. Because, if Paul were to
say 'Jews are also sinners like the Gentiles, but only of a different
origin' (as argued by Suhl), Paul would have written 'llgeLs OUTCL Ce
'IouSaL3v Kat 011X 	 apagrwAoL, instead of OLTeL 'Iou6atoc so
that	 'Iou(Soct.31, may form a parallel opposite to Kat OZIC
Similarly, if Paul intended to negate only
	 ZOva, and not
apapTwAm. (as argued by Neitzel), one would expect to find cOvn in
the nominative case to correspond to the nominative case 'IouSatoL.
It would then look like this: 44LetS, OUTCL. 'Iouckam. Kat OLK EOM
19
apapTwAoC.
Therefore, with the majority of scholars, the most natural way
of reading is to join agapTwAot. to the immediate preceding phrase OM
)	 A	 (
CE cftwv to form a unit. Thus the subject weLs at the beginning of
12
H. Boers, "We Who Are by Inheritance Jews; Not from the Gentile
Sinners'", JBL 111 (1992), pp.273-281, esp. pp.278-80 seems to attach
apapawAoL to lwets; note his punctuation. However, the comment is too
brief for us to discuss and to interact with it adequately. We shall
await his fuller treatment in his forthcoming monograph on Galatians
and Romans.
13See also Bligh, Gal, p.196 n29 in reply to M. Barth; Bachmann notes
that 'Iou5aZoL is a substantive, not an adjective (Sander, p.60 n168).
14
Barclay, Obeying, p.78 n7 also criticises Neitzel's reconstruction
of the verse for leaving the word &papTwAot 'hanging awkwardly and
unexplained at the end of the verse'. See also Bachmann's criticism,
Sander, pp.80-81.
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the clause is qualified by 06TEL ('by birth'), 15 and then followed by
'Iouckeloi. and 0?)1(	 kov3v clgapTwAol. (see the layout below). 16
Inlets 0 .6creL 'IouSatoL
•	 )	 I	 )Kat. OUK Et covwv mpapromot.
As for the meaning of OLots, it refers to the 'natural endowment
or condition, inherited from one's ancestors'. 17 For example, the
expression EK OZTews in Rom 2.27 refers to the uncircumcised Gentile
by virtue of his birth. In Eph 2.3 the previous situation of Jewish
Christians is described quite remarkably as TICVOC OLTEL kYais ('by
nature children of wrath') like the rest of humankind. 15 Similarly the
expressions Kat& (Actv and nowL 95;),TLV in the olive tree imagery (Rom
11.17-24) refer to the tree by nature. 19 For our purpose here, it is
sufficient to notice that the subject weLs Is qualified specifically
with reference to birth and original descent. 20
3.2.3. The Meaning of	 cOv3v apapTwAoi:
But-what does Paul mean by 'we...not Gentile sinners'? Is Paul
implying that Jews are not sinners? If Jews are not equally sinners,
is it not contradictory to what Paul himself says in Rom 1-3? Then
how is it possible to reconcile this with Rom 3.9b, 'all, both Jews
15
Grammatically, AM!. is dative of respect; cf. MET 3:220; M. Zerwick
and M. Grosvenor, A Grammatical Analysis of the Greek New Testament
(3rd edition; Rome: Editrice Pontificio Istituto Biblico, 1988),
p.567.
16
Cf. Betz, Gal, p.115; Stauffer, TDNT 2:361; Rengstorf, TDNT 1:328:
'the antithesis to 01!)Tel i lovómioL shows that L501, lipapTwAot is a
single concept'; Dunn, Gal(ms), p.3.
1711AGD, 'Ts', 1 (869). The word OLTLS appears twelve times
elsewhere in the NT (4.8; Rom 1.26; 2.14, 27; 11.21, 24(3x); 1 Cor
11.14; Eph 2.3; Jas 3.7 and 2 Pet 1.4); it always refers to nature or
natural order. Cf. H. KOster, 'OUTLS KTA', TDNT 9:251-77.
18
See Mister, TDNT 9:274-75; cf. R. Schnackenburg, The Epistle to the
Ephesians (ET; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1991), pp.92-93; A.T. Lincoln,
Ephesians (WBC 42; Dallas: Word, 1990), pp.98-99.
19
The meaning of Rom 2.14 is disputed partly because it is not clear
whether OtiTeL is to be connected with the words before, Ta 1.6 vOgovtl
EXOPTM (e.g. Cranfield, Rom, 1:156-57; P.J. Achtemeier, Romans
[Atlanta: John Knox, 1985], p.45) or with the words after, Ta to
vogou noLiAlo-Lv (e.g. Wilckens, Rom, 1:133-34; Dunn, Rom, 1:98-99). See
also Raisdnen, Paul, pp.103-105.
20
So KOster, TDNT 9:272; Kieffer, Foi, p.39: 'Le mot physis indique
l'origine naturelle, ce qui est donne par nature'; Ridderbos, Gal,
p.98; Fung, Gal, p.113 n4.
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and Greeks, are under the power of sin' ? 21 Alternatively, is Paul
using the word apapTwAol in a manner similar to the comment in Phil
3.6, 'as to righteousness blameless under the law'? Or is Paul using
Oclutp-rwADI in a non-theological way, as a Jewish technical terminology
for Gentiles? We shall turn to the usage of &papTwALs in Paul and the
wider Jewish context.
The word CtmapTwA6s is used very rarely by Paul: only twice in
Galatians (2.15; 2.17b) 22
 and four times in Romans (3.7; 5.8; 5.19;
7.13; cf. 1 Tim 1.9, 15). Comparatively, the word apaptLa is more
common: no less than fifty one times; but quite unusually, amaptia
occurs only three times in Galatians (1.4; 2.17c; 3.22), 23 compared to
forty times in Romans. 24
Dunn has demonstrated quite convincingly that the word apaprwAos
has a range of other meanings, besides the usual prominent Pauline
concept of 'sinner' 25 We can possibly classify the different senses
broadly under three categories:
(1) as a technical term for Gentiles: they are 'Torah-less';
their conduct lay outside the boundary of the law. Because they do
not have the Torah, they do not belong to the covenant people, and
therefore they do not keep the law;26
(2) as the morally or ethically 'wicked' (Heb. iVYl ) and those
21Cf. Suhl, 'Galaterbrief', p.3103; Lambrecht, 'Line', pp.490-91.
22For the meaning of apapTwXoL and Cepaptla in 2.17bc and the logic of
Paul's argument, see Chapter 4 below.
23In the parenetic section, naplumagm ('trespass') is , used at 6.1
instead of &papria. See W. Michaelis, 'impanLirm, napanwmce, TDNT
6:170-72, here p.172. Barclay Obeying, p.,211 suggests that the word
cr&pE seems to be the alternative to agaptLa in the discussion in Gal
5-6
24:
Rom 3.9,	 20;	 4.7,	 8;	 5.12, 13,	 20, 21;	 6.1,	 2,	 6,	 7,	 10, 11,	 12,	 13,
14,	 16,	 17,	 18, 20,	 22,	 23; 7.5,	 7, 7.8(2x),	 11,	 13(2x), 14,	 17,	 20,
23,	 25;	 8.2,	 3, 10;	 11.27; 14.24; 1	 Cor
	 15.3,
	 17,	 56; 2	 Cor	 5.21;
11.7;	 Col	 1.14;
24
1 Thess	 2.16;	 2	 Thess	 2.3;
	 cf.	 Eph 2.1; 1	 Tim 5.22,
25
See also Dunn, Rom, §5.3.1; Partings, pp.102-107; cf. M.J. Borg,
Jesus (NY: Harper & Row, 1987), pp.91-92, 96, 131-33; Conflict,
Holiness & Politics in the Teaching of Jesus (NY: Edwin Mellen,
1984), p.84.
26
Cf. Jub 23.23-24; PssSol 1.1; 2.1-2; Ps 9.17; Tobit 13.8[6]; 4 Ezra
4.23; Luke 6.33/Matt 5.47; Mark 14.41 (10.33]/Matt 26.45/Luke 24.7.
See Dunn, 'Pharisees', JPL, pp.73-74; Partings, p.103; Rengstorf,
TDNT 1:323-26; Longenecker, Eschatology, pp.30-31.
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who practise lawlessness (avow-a): Jews who are guilty of immorality
and of abusing or transgressing the Torah deliberately; 27
(3) as a factional term for the 'outsiders' who do not share the
view or observe the Torah according to the interpretations of the
'insiders'. Quite usual in intra-Jewish polemic, those who claimed to
be 'righteous' could regard another faction as 'sinners' because they
fail to conform to their (sectarian) definition of 'righteousness'. 28
'The sin of the "sinners" is that they stand outside the boundaries
of righteousness as defined by the "righteous" • 29
It is quite clear now that the word atimpTwAoi has a range of
different meanings in the Jewish circle, and its meaning depends very
much on the person or party who uses the term and especially how he
or she defines the boundary for acceptance. 30 One should therefore
turn to its context to decide its meaning.
According to 2.15 the noun (IpapTwAoi is qualified by ke
The noun eftos or the plural form e01,11 corresponds to the Hebrew word
IrlA, which is commonly used for foreigners and Gentiles by the
Jews.
31
 In the NT period, the terminological distinction between Jews
and Gentiles is firmly fixed, so that 'am designates the elect
*27
E.g. the avomca in Pss 27.3; 54.3; 91.7; 100.8; 124.3 - LXX; Sir
41.5-8; the prostitute in Luke 7.39; cf. Matt 21.32. See Dunn,
'Pharisees', JPL, p.73; 'Incident', JPL, 151; Rengstorf, TDNT
1:321-22. P. Fiedler, 'allaptice, EDNT 1:65-69, here p.66 insists that
2.15 refers to this category of the 'sinful Gentile world'. He has
also rejected the parallels in Luke 6.32-34 with Matt 5.46-47 and
Mark 14.31 pars. In our view, he has not done justice to the Gospel
materials.
28See Dunn, 'Pharisees', JPL, pp.74-76; Partings, pp.104-105 on the
discussions on the calendrical dispute in Jubilees (6.32-35; also
23.16, 26), 1 Enoch (1-5; 82.4-7); the sectarian interpretations in
the DSS; the attack on the opponents of the 'devout' in the Psalms of
Solomon, and also the dispute over ritual purity in the Testament of
Moses.
29
Dunn, 'Pharisees', JPL, p.77.
30
Compare the ten degrees of holiness according to m. Kelim 1.6-9 (cf.
Dunn, Parting, p.39). On 'clean and unclean' see B.J. Malina, The New
Testament World (London: SCM, 1981), pp.122-52; cf. J. Jeremias,
Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus (ET; London: SCM, 1969), pp.271-74.
However, impurity is not equated with sin; it is considered sin when
one enters the temple while impure or intends to transgress the
prohibition on purpose (see Sanders, Jesus, pp.182-85; Jewish Law,
p.33).
31
See BAGD, 'eth'os', 2 (218).
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'people' of God, the Aa6s, and goyim the 'peoples', i.e. humankind
outside Israel, the 'Gentiles'. 32 This usage of gOvos/gOvn reflects
quite clearly the self-understanding of Jews and Judaism. 33
Since the preposition EK probably denotes origin as to family,
race, or people, 34 the whole phrase	 ticlimprwAol:' would refer
to some people as sinners with respect to their racial origin: they
are 'Gentiles' and so 'outsiders' according to the Jewish usage. This
strongly suggests that the meaning of IrpagrwAot is in category (1)
above: Gentiles are called 'sinners' because they are 'non-Jews' and
are outside the boundary of the Jewish people. 35 In this respect, the
two nouns amaprwAoL and cOvn are almost synonymous, and 'Gentile-
sinners' is very likely to have been a common religious phraseology
used by Jews with reference to Gentiles. 36 It is quite possible that
the language was used by 'the men from James' when they spoke against
the mixed table-fellowship between Jewish and Gentile Christians at
Antioch, and is now echoed by Paul for the purpose of argumentation. 37
3.2.4. Concluding Remarks on lwas Oi.)Tec gou6cacm:
Though we have spent some time discussing the meaning of
CrpaptwAol„ in the Jewish context and the syntax of 2.15, the emphasis
should in fact fall on the first part of the clause: 41geis 01;0ret.
32
See N. Walter, 'cOvos', EDNT 1:381-83. Cf. S.J.D Cohen, From the
Maccabees to the Mishnah (LEC 7; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1987),
pp. 34-35.
DINote the description of Jews as 'the circumcision' and Gentiles as
'the uncircumcision' in 2.7-9 (cf. Rom 2.26; 3.30; 4.9; Col 3.11; Eph
2.11). On this dividing line, see Dunn, Partings, p.29; J.J. Collins,
'A Symbol of Otherness: Circumcision and Salvation in the First
Century', in 'To See Ourselves as Others See Us', pp.163-86.
34 5ee BAGD,	 3.b (235).
35So Rengstorf, TDNT 1:328; Dunn, 'Incident', JPL, p.151; 'Theology',
JPL, p.248; Schlier, Gal, p.89; Matera, Gal, p.99; contra Suhl and
Neitzel. It is indeed not necessary to reconstruct 2.15 in order to
make sense of the word amaprwAoi and to reconcile it with other
Pauline references.
36So Lightfoot, Gal, p.115; Ridderbos, Gal, pp.98-99; Fung, Gal,
p.113; Barclay, Obeying, p.77 n7; Longenecker, Gal, p.83. Note GNB:
'indeed, we are Jews by birth and not "Gentile sinners" as they are
called'.
37
Bruce, Gal, p.137: '"Sinners of the Gentiles" may be a quotation
from the vocabulary of law-abiding Jews'; Fitzmyer, 'Gal', 47:19;
Dunn, Gal(ms), p.3.
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'Iovautoc. With 06meL, it is emphasized that their being Jews is
based on their being born and bred Jews, not proselytes, far less
resident aliens or God-fearers. The self-definition of 'we Jews' is
set in contrast to Gentile-sinners.
This picture of social distinction between Jews and Gentiles as
two distinct ethnic groups is quite prominent in the NT period. One
can trace this social distinction back to the Jewish religious
conviction of being God's elect people (Israel) and the possession of
Torah. Thus comments J. Neusner: 'To be a Jew may similarly be
reduced to a single, pervasive symbol of Judaism: Torah. To be a Jew
meant to live the life of Torah, in one of the many ways in which the
masters of Torah taught'; 'The most important meaning of the word
Torah lies in its defining who is Israel and who is not'. 38
 Indeed,
the possession of Torah forms one differentiating factor between Jews
and Gentiles: Jews consider themselves a special class, the elect
people of God, and Gentiles, the 'sinners' and outsider. 39 Jews also
understand themselves as the recipients of God's grace and members of
God's covenant, belonging to the community of God's people (cf. Rom
2.17-20; 3.1-2; 9.4-5). In social and religious terms, Jews perceive
themselves as insiders and regard Gentiles as outsiders: between them
is the boundary. 40
JEWS
(the Elect)
GENTILE-SINNERS
(the Outsider)
38Quotation from J. Neusner, Judaism in the Beginnings of Christianity
(London: SPCK, 1984), p.13 and Major Trends in Formative Judaism (BJS
60; Chico: Scholars, 1983), p.101 respectively. See also his Judaism:
The Evidence of the Mishnah (University of Chicago, 1981), pp.72-75.
39So Meeks, First Urban Christians, p.97; RAisdnen, Paul, p.16. See
also Longenecker, Eschatology, pp.27-31.
40
Cf. Malina, NT World, p.133. The division of humankind into two
categories is not just common in Jewish circle; it is also reflected
in 3.28 and forms part of the struggle in early Christian mission
(cf. Acts 10.28; 11.12; 15.9 etc). According to Paul's own portrayal
of his mission to the Gentiles, he is very much concerned with the
inclusion of Gentiles and their equal status with Jewish believers in
the Christian Church (see esp. 1.15-16; 2.7-9; 2.14b).
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Thus we agree with Kertelge and Dunn that this is the sort of
typical Jewish covenantal framework within which Paul is introducing
his discussion in 2.15. 'Mit dem Gegensatz gouacciot. - 15fviov
apapTwAoL betont Paulus aufs starkste die Grenze zwischen Juden und
Heiden, wie sie auf Grund des jUdischen ErwdhlungsbewuBtseins
besteht'. 41
Since the subject 'Igleis (and the whole idea) of 2.15 is picked
up again in 2.16b, 41mcis as XpiorrOv 'Incav biLuteivagev',
Paul's concern in the argument is the religious experience of Jews,
or to be more exact, Jewish Christians. 42 From the perspective of
Jewish Christians, this self-understanding of Jews and the
social-religious boundary between Jews and Gentiles are somehow
transformed by the coming of Messiah Jesus and their commitment to
believe in Christ (2.16abc). 43
 When one compares 2.15 with 2.16c, Paul
seems to have denounced any privileges for the Jews and value in
observing 'works of the Law'. But had this rejection already occurred
in the minds of Jewish Christians according to 2.16a? How would the
self-identity and boundaries of the people of God have been redefined
in the light of their new experience in Christ according to 2.16a?
41
Kertelge, 'Zur Deutung', p.213; Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, p.190;
cf. Bachmann, Sander, p.60.
42
Rightly, Kammel. This observation is shared by almost all scholars:
e.g. Burton, Gal, p.123; Duncan, Gal, p.65; Ridderbos, Gal, p.100;
Schlier, Gal, p.88; Betz, Gal, p.117; Bruce, Gal, p.139; Byrne, Sons,
pp.143-44; Kieffer, Foi, pp.36-37; Fung, Gal, p.117; Barclay,
Obeying, pp.81-83; Hansen, Abraham, p.101; Baird, 'Gal', p.1207;
Mussner, Gal, p.168; Longenecker, Gal, p.83. Gaston remains
unconvincing when he insists that the subject in 2.16 refers not to
Jewish Christians but to Paul himself and other Gentile Christians
(Paul, pp.69-70; followed by Gager, Origins, pp.232-35).
43Barclay, Obeying, p.78. Contrast Neusner who insists on a clear-cut
distinction: 'For the Christian, therefore, the issue of Messiah
dominated, for the rabbinic Jew, the issue of Torah; and for both,
the question of salvation was crucial' (Judaism, p.13; cf. Gordon,
'Problem', pp.38-41). One can also compare the dramatic change of
attitude reflected in Paul's own experience in Phil 3.5-9. The
importance or value of the Law in Paul's life was greatly demoted and
transformed by the value Paul now ascribes to Christ Jesus. So
Kieffer, Foi, p.41 lists the comparisons as follows:
gain -- loss in regard of Christ
rubbish -- knowledge of Christ, which is supreme
righteousness based on Law -- righteousness comes from God.
3.2. The Identity of 'We' (2.15)	 113
3.3. THE FAITH OF JEWISH CHRISTIANS (2.16a)
In the last section we have clarified that the subject ilmets is
qualified by OZTCL: with reference to birth or natural origin, 'we'
are Jews and not 'Gentile-sinners'. It is important to notice that
the language of 2.15 reflects a typical Jewish covenantal framework.
We have also noted that the inIcts is picked up again by Kai ilpas in
2.16 so that 2.15-16 should be read as one long sentence, and it
concerns the religious experience of Jewish Christians.
But between 2.15 and 2.16b, there is the Ott-clause introduced
)	 1by C OLSTES [6c] (2.16a). What is the purpose of this participial
clause? Does it introduce a new idea that cancels out the previous
statement in 2.15 (so Klein)? Or is it a parenthesis stating the
reason why Jews came to believe in Christ? Or is it just a
circumstantial participle, adding an associated fact to what was
stated in 2.15? 2 The question is, How would early Jewish Christians
understand their (new) faith in Messiah Jesus in relation to their
self-understanding as God's chosen people? 3
Before attempting to answer the question why 2.16a is introduced
by Paul here (and what role does it play in his overall argument), we
would like to begin by studying the theological content of the
CLOOTCS ott-clause. Since 2.16a contains crucial 'theological
abbreviations' like gpm v6pou and nto-rts XplArra and the important
verb aucatotv, all appearing for the first time in the letter and in
a rather formulaic way, 4 we shall study this clause in more details.
3.3.1. The Significance of clairces [6] gTL Formula:
To begin with, we must pay attention to the introductory word:
E.g. Schlier, Gal, p.88; Ebeling, Truth, p.122; Burton, Gal, p.119;
Matera, Gal, p.102.
2So Longenecker, Gal, p.83.
3
Cf. Mussner, Gal, p.168, a new 'Glaubenswissen' for Jews; Dunn, 'New
Perspective', JPL, p.198. On the Messiahship of Jesus, see esp. N.A.
Dahl, Jesus the Christ (edited by D.H. Juel; Minneapolis: Augsburg
Fortress, 1991), pp.15-47.
4
Cf. Baur, Paul, 2:123-47; he discusses Paul's doctrine of
justification under two headings: (1) the negative aspect: O Civ0pwnos
ou aLKOCLOITTL cepowv popou; (2) the positive aspect: o avOpwros
SLKOGLOUTML CK TILTTCWS.
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clakes. On the usage of ClóbTES (and or3apcv) in the NT, Munck has
an important observation: 'The formula that Paul uses to introduce
the view of Peter and the other Jewish Christians, C166TCS (or
oto5apcv), occurs frequently in his letters, usually introducing a
5„dogmatic proposition as something commonly known'. Similarly, BAGD
comments that 'The formula oY,Sapey gTL is frequently used to
6introduce a well-known fact that is generally accepted'.
Since the theological formulation of 2.16a is introduced by the
le
adverbial participle CLOOTCS followed by the 0-v.-clause,	 it
indicates that Paul is referring to something commonly held by the
early Christian Church. 'The appearance of OTL, which is probably a
CI
OTL recitativum, signals that what follows could even be set in
quotes as something widely affirmed'. 7 Since the subject of CLOOTCS
undoubtedly refers back to 2.15 ('we Jews') and forward to 2.16b, one
has to conclude that 2.16a is or reflects a common understanding of
Christian faith shared by early Jewish Christians.8
With this observation, one could draw at least three inferences:
(1) the theological content of 2.16a is very likely to be
pre-Pauline, though the exact formulation itself may be contributed
by Paul himself; 9
 (2) the idea of justification by faith of/in Christ
(nia-us 'Iwot Xpix-ra) is not the centre of contention; the dispute
between Paul and other Jewish Christians seems to lie elsewhere; (3)
it is quite likely that 2.16a forms the common ground whereby Paul is
5
Munck, Paul, p.126. Besides 2.16, Munck includes also the following
references: Rom 2.2; 3.19; 5.3; 6.9; 7.14; 8.22, 28; 1 Cor 6.2, 3, 9;
8.4; 2 Cor 1.7; 4.14; 5.1, 6; Col 3.24; 4.1; 1 Thess 3.3, 5.2; 2
Thess 3.7; cf. Eph 5.5; 6.8, 9; 1 Tim 1.8, 9; Titus 3.11; Jas 3.1; 1
Pet 1.18; 1 John 3.2, 5, 14, 15; 5.15, 18, 19, 20. Cf. Becker, Gal,
p.29.
6
BAGD, 'oLace, i.e. (556). Likewise, J. Lambrecht and R.W. Thompson,
Justification by Faith ( ZSNT; Wilmington: Michael Glazier, 1989),
p.33 comments on Rom 3.28: 'when Paul uses the phrase "we hold”
(logizometha) he is indicating that what is here presented is
something with which all his readers could be expected to agree, that
what he is saying is already fixed teaching in the church...but the
significance of it has often gone unrecognized'.
7
Longenecker, Gal, p.83.
8
A similar observation is made by R.B. Hays, ‘"Have We Found Abraham
to Be Our Forefather According to the Flesh?" A Reconsideration of
Rom 4.1', NovT 27 (1985), pp.76-98, here p.85; cf. Faith, p.141.
9Cf. Raisanen, 'Galatians', pp.547-48.
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trying to work out his argument and to clarify it in 2.16bc.
In the following discussion, the theological content of this
u
oTL-clause will be studied as the faith of early Jewish Christians.
The significance of this observation will become still clearer when
the differences between 2.16a and 2.16c are recognised. 10
3.3.2. The Meaning of 47a vLgov:
According to Paul's statement at 2.16c (iva SucaLwOcapcv
TELT-mos XpLo-Tot Kat OtICg pTWV	 vOgou), gpra v6pou and VIZOTIA
XOLTTOt are in antithetical positions. But what does Paul mean by
this unique phrase 47a vOgou, and why does Paul find fault in them?
In the Pauline corpus the phrase gpTa vOgou appears only eight
times (2.16a,c,d; 3.2, 5, 10; Rom 3.20, 28) and always as 	 gpywv
11
vogou, except Rom 3.28 where the reading is xwpt.s cpwv vopou. 11 In
11
Galatians, it is quite significant that cp7a v6pou occurs for the
first time and three times in 2.16 alone. The phrase is used as a
counterpart to ULTTL5 PIrprot] XpLorra in 2.16a,c (cf. Rom 3.28) and
)	 •	 1
to CILKOn TUCTEWS ('hearing of faith') in 3.2, 5 12.	 However, in contrast
)
to of. CDC NIA-CCWS in 3.9, the phrase is used with wo g. in 3.10a to
mark out a particular group of people. In 3.10, 47a thripou is somehow
10
The fact that 2.16a and 2.16c do look quite similar but are not
exactly identical has attracted the attention of some scholars. In
both instances cpya v6pou and WICTLS XPLTTOZ appear side by side, but
there are yet some distinctive differences in the two clauses that
demand explanations:,
(1) Why are cpya vogou, and Tactts Xi:no-rot connected by &cv p4.1 in
2.16a (compare ,to Kat, OVK in 2.16c)? What is the precise relationship
between cp7a vopou and NiCTLS XpLatov in 2.16a?
(2) What is the significance of the present tense aLKaLottat. in 2.16a
(as compare to OLKaLto0wpcv in 2.16c and future ót,KaLoOnmetat in
2.16d)?
(3) Is there any intended difference in meaning Abetween the two
prepositions 81.6c and EK connected with NLO-CLS XpLaTou?
11
Shorthand descriptions of the phrase probably occur in 2.21b (Betz,
Gal, p.126), 3.11a (Betz, Gal, p.146), and Rom 3.21a (Cranfield, Rom,
1:201; c% Dunn, Rom,, 1:165). A similar expression is found in Rom
2.15 (t?) cp7ov TOt vopou), but in this case Paul is not contrasting
'the work of the law' with justification, and ccriov is singular
instead of plural.
)120n the meaning of this controversial phrase axon ntx-rewo, see the
discussions in Betz, Gal, p.128; Hays, Faith, pp.143-49; S.K.
Williams, 'The Hearing of Faith: AKOH HIETEOE in Galatians 3', NTS 35
(1989), pp.82-93; Longenecker, Gal, pp.102-103.
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related to a 'curse' (twO Kamicpav; 3.10b) which is made clearer still
in 3.13 as 'the curse of the law' from which Christ has redeemed. 13
Then, apparently as an allusion to Ps 143.2, the phrase
	 gpow
vogou is added by Paul in 2.16d (similarly Rom 3.20). But in Paul's
subsequent discussion in the letter, the word v6pos seems to become
more and more prominent (e.g. 2.19a; 3.19-24; 5.4, 18). Do they carry
the same meaning (47m v6pou = v6pos) 714 Or are they different? 15 If
4Ta v6pou and v6pos are not identical, then why does Paul seem to
move from EpTa v6pou (2.16) to v6pos (2.19a)? 16
There has been considerable debate over the question whether
Paul rejected the Torah and the meaning of this little problematic
phrase gpve v6pou. But it is important that one should strive to
'decode' 47m v6pou and to understand Paul's argument against it
within the new perspective on Judaism, not as a legalistic religion
but in terms of 'covenantal nomism' (see §1.1.2). In current
discussions there are no less than five different views: 17
(1) Focus on meritorious achievement (the qualitative view:
'works of law' implies legalism). One major proponent of this view is
bultmann. 18 According to Bultmann, although no one can keep the law
13
But why are they, OTOL 47wv v6pou, under the curse? What is the
logic of Paul's argument in 3.10-14? This issue has recently
attracted much scholarly attention again: e.g. F.F. Bruce, 'The Curse
of the Law', in P & P, pp.27-36; Hays, Faith, pp.206-212; Sanders,
PUP, pp.20-29; Dunn, 'Works', JPL, Pp.225-32; T.L. Donaldson, 'The
"Curse of the Law" and the Inclusion of the Gentiles: Galatians
3.13-14', NTS 32 (1986), pp.94-112; Thielman, Plight, pp.65-72;
Hansen, Abraham, pp.116-27; C.D. Stanley, "Under a Curse": A Fresh
Reading of Galatians 3.10-14', NTS 36 (1990), pp.481-511;
Hamerton-Kelly, 'Curse'; J.P. Braswell, '"The Blessing of Abraham"
Versus "The Curse of the Law": Another Look at Gal 3.10-13', WTJ 53
(1991), pp.73-91; Wright, Climax, pp.137-56.
14So Kieffer, Foi, p.46; Westerholm, Israel's Law, pp.117-18.
15So Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, p.211; cf. pp.201-202.
16On the enigmatic phrase Sat v6pou in 2.19a, see §6.2.2. below.
17Cf. Schreiner, 'Works', pp.218-24; Moo, 'Paul', pp.292-98; R.B
Sloan, 'Paul and the Law: Why the Law Cannot Save', NovT 33 (1991),
pp.35-60.
18See Bultmann, Theology, 1:262-67; 'Romans 7 and the Anthropology of
Paul', in Existence and Faith (ET; edited by S.M. Ogden; London:
Hodder & Stoughton, 1961), pp.147-157; 'Christ the End of the Law',
in Essays Philosophical and Theological (ET; London: SCM, 1955),
pp.36-66.
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perfectly, the fundamental problem of humankind is the very attempt
to justify oneself by works so that one can boast before God:
'Because man's effort to achieve his salvation by keeping the Law
only leads him into sin, indeed this effort itself in the end is
already sin'. 19 Similarly, commenting on the antithesis between works
of law and the radical faith of Christ in Rom 3.28, Kdsemann remarks
that works of the law are condemned as 'a higher form of godlessness
than transgression of the law' 20 Keck insists that 'the real meaning
of law, nomos, for Paul is not provided by the Jewish view of
Torah.. .Rather, Paul's eye is on the impingement of the law on the
self, and this leads him to discern the "lawness of law n '.
21
The
unique emphasis of this view is the claim that the very attempt or
intention to obey the law as a means of justification is sinful. 22
The strength of this view is the existential application to the
present day. But one has to ask, is this the first century Judaism
Paul confronted in Galatians and Romans? The fundamental problem with
this view, in our opinion, is its distorted understanding of Judaism
as a legalistic religion upon which their criticism of Torah-
19
Bultmann, Theology, 1:264; see also his ‘KauxaopoW, TDNT 3:645-54.
20
Kdsemann, Rom, p.103; see also pp.88-90.
21See Keck, Paul, pp.81-85, here p.83.
22,
Also G. Bertram, 'ep7ov', TDNT 2:635-52, esp. p.651; Blank, 'Warum',
pp.87-90; Duncan, Gal, pp.65-66, 92-96; Bring, Gal, pp.87-90, 120-25;
Betz, Gal, pp.116, 144-46; Schlier, Gal, pp.91-92, 132-35; Klein,
'SUndenverstdndnis'; F. Hahn, 'Das Gesetzesverstandnis im Rtimer- und
Galaterbrief', ZNW 67 (1976), pp.29-63, esp. pp.36, 39, 43-44;
HUbner, Law, pp.38-41, 113-24; 'Was heiBt', pp.131-32; H. Weder,
'Gesetz und SUnde. Gedanken zu einem qualitativen Sprung im Denken
des Paulus', NTS 31 (1985), pp.357-76; M. Black, Romans (NCBC; 2nd
edition; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989), pp.62-63; cf. Str-B 3:16Off.
Though Longenecker regards first century Judaism as nomistic, he
argues that the attempt of certain Jewish Christians to impose 'works
of law' upon Gentile Christians has made it legalistic. 'So Paul here
in 2.16 uses cpywv v6gov not to just refer to "the badges of Jewish
covenantal nomism", though that may have been how other Jewish
believers thought of them, but as a catch phrase to signal the whole
legalistic complex of ideas' (Gal, p.86). Arguing against Dallas
dispensationalism, Fuller insists that 'works of the law' refers not
to the Mosaic Torah itself, but only to the distortion the Law as a
means of trying to bribe God ('Paul'; cf. Gospel and Law [Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980], pp.88-105, 199-204). Cosgrove, Cross, p.53
n31 has now retracted his earlier view expressed in 'The Mosaic Law
Preaches Faith: A Study in Gal. 3', WTJ 41 (1978-79), pp.146-71.
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observance and legalism is based. 23
(2) Focus on human inability to obey the law perfectly (the
quantitative view). This view is very much associated with A.
Schlatter and Wilckens, and is recently defended vigorously by Moo,
Westerholm and Cranfield. 24
 There are two fairly strong arguments for
the view, namely (a) Paul's argumentation in Romans 1-3 seems to move
'from plight to solution'; 25 (b) the logic of Gal 3.10-12, as Moo puts
it: 26
inability to 'do' the law is part and parcel of Paul's argument
in Gal 3.10. The quotation of Deut 27.26 in this verse, which
explains why (34) a curse comes upon all those who 'are of the
works of the law', attributes the curse to 'not remaining in all
that is written in the book of the law to do them'. In other
words, the curse is specifically explained to be the result of
failure to do the law.
Furthermore, moo insists that the meaning of 'works of the law'
in Rom 3.20-28 should be defined by the use of gpym in chapter 4 and
claims that 'La erga tou nomou should be viewed as a particular
subset of erga'. 27 Thus Moo concludes that Paul's criticism of cpya
v6mou is 'not because they are nomou ('of the law') but because they
are	 erga	 ('works')'. 28 The problem with 'works of Law' is
23See again Sanders, PPJ, pp.33-59; cf. Watson, Paul, pp.1-10.
24,
A. Schlatter, Der Glaube im Neuen Testament (Stuttgart: Calwer
Verlag, 1927), pp.323-33; Wilckens, Rom, 1:131-37, 142-46, 173-78,
244-50; 'Statements', pp.21-24; Moo, Rom, 1:175-77, 212-18; 'Law',
pp.90-99; Westerholm, Israel's Law, pp.109-30; Cranfield, 'Works',
pp.100-101; cf. Rom, 1:197-98. See also A. van Diamen, Die Theologie
des Gesetzes bei Paulus (SBM 5; Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk,
1968), pp.31-35, 173-79; Gundry, 'Grace', pp.12-23; J. Lambrecht,
'GesetzesverstAndnis bei Paulus', Das Gesetz im Neuen Testament (QD
108; ed. K. Kertelge; Freiburg: Herder, 1986), pp.112-27; Cole, Gal,
pp.120, 39. Thielman, Plight, pp.28-45, 59-72, 115-22; Martin,
Christ, pp.24-25; G.N. Davies, Faith and Obedience in Paul (JSNTS 39;
Sheffield: JSOT, 1990), pp.115-27.
251
MOO, Rom, 1:175; Gundry, 'Grace', pp.27-28; Westerholm, Israel's
Law, pp.151-64.
261
M0o, 'Law', pp.97-98. See also Moo, Rom, 1:175-77, 212-18; Wilckens,
'Zur Entwicklung', pp.166-69; Gundry, 'Grace', pp.23-27; Fitzmyer,
'Gal', NJBC 47:23; 0. Hofius, '"All Israel Will Be Saved": Divine
Salvation and Israel's Deliverance in Romans 9-11', in The Church and
Israel: Romans 9-11 (The Princeton Seminary Bulletin, Supplementary
Issue 1; NJ: Princeton, 1990), pp.19-39, here p.23 n34.
27j
Moo, 'Law', p.95; also Cranfield, 'Works', p.97.
Moo, 'Law', p.97; 'Works of the law are inadequate not because they
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anthropological, human weakness and inability. According to Thielman,
this is precisely why Paul used the word Tlepg instead of the original
LXX Cal, in 2.16d - Tc4g indicates the 'weakness and corruptibility'
of humankind. 29
Certainly this view is better than the qualitative view, but it
itself is not without difficulty. In particular, in the reading of
Paul's argument in 3.10, one has to assume a 'suppressed' premise in
the syllogism:
a. All who fail to do the whole law are cursed (3.10b);
b. (suppressed) No individual in fact does the whole law;
c. Therefore all who are eg cpwv vopou are cursed (3.10a).
Furthermore, one has to lay strong emphasis on nocimac ('doing')
and TrarLv ('all things'): because all fail to fulfil the law in every
detail, all are under the curse. One also has to assume that Paul has
a rigorist attitude towards the law and insists on a hundred percent
fulfilment. 30 According to this view, salvation in essence is to the
doer! But one has to ask: is this not quite contradictory to the
'covenantal nomism' of first century Judaism? 31
Secondly, it is often insisted that epTa vopou is only a subset
of cpya: thus the meaning of the latter ewe in Romans 4 would define
the 47m vApou in Rom 3.20 and 3.28. But is this a logical reading?
are "works of the law", but, ultimately, because they are "works"
(Rom, 1:218).
2	 19Thielman, Plight, pp.61-65. On auk, see further §3.4.2. below.
30,
According to the school of Shammai, even a ninety nine percent
achievement is reckoned as a failure, whereas the school of Hillel
would treat fifty one percent achievement as a pass-mark (cf. C.G.
Montefiore and H. Loewe, A Rabbinic Anthology [London: Macmillan,
1938], pp.594-597, 664 n33). It is however still debated by scholars
whether Paul was, like his teacher Gamliel, a Hillelite according to
tradition. It is maintained by J. Jeremias, 'Paulus als Hillelit', in
Neotestamentica et Semitica: Studies in honour of M. Black (edited by
E.E. Ellis and M. Wilcox; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1969), pp.88-94;
but questioned by HUbner, Law, pp.18-19, 44 n16. But as Sanders
points out, whether Paul was a Hillelite or a Shammaite, it is not
the 'weighing' that matters; the rabbinic theology of this period
assumed all who were within the covenant would attain salvation (PPJ,
p.138 n61).
31See also Sanders, 'On the Question of Fulfilling the Law in Paul and
Rabbinic Judaism', in Donum Gentilicium: New Testament Studies in
Honour of D. Daube (edited by E. Hammel, C.K. Barrett and W.D.
Davies; Oxford: Clarendon, 1978), pp.103-26.
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Is it not more natural to approach the latter Etna in the light of
W
the earlier epTa vopou? 32
Thirdly, this view tends to neglect the immediate context in
which Paul first introduced the phrase 47a v6pou into the argument
(2.16). In the preceding context itself, the explicit issues are
circumcision (2.1-10), food laws and table-fellowship (2.11-14). In
contrast, the question of human inability to fulfil all the
requirements of the law does not seem to be the issue at all. 33
(3) Inability to obey the law and meritorious achievement (both
quantitative and qualitative view). This view lays emphasis on both
the human inability to fulfil the law perfectly due to sin (3.10;
6.13 and Rom 8.3-4?) and the legalistic spirit to gain righteousness
by doing good works (i.e. works of the law). For example, on 2.16,
Bruce suggests that works of law are deprecated because of 'the
performing them in a spirit of legalism', but maintains that 3.10 is
concerned with 'the unfulfillable character of the law: by the
standard of the law every one is "under a curse" because no one is
34
able to keep it in its entirety'.	 In like manner, this view shares
both the strengths and weaknesses of the two views above.
(4) A very different view is suggested by Gaston: 'works of law'
as a subjective genitive. 35 According to Gaston, grammar should be
given priority over theology in deciding the meaning of 47a vOgou:
since the genitive constructions of SucaLomUvn Oca, iamTLs Xporra
W
and Ta cp7a TiS maptcos are all subjective genitive, it is likely that
32
Thus Dunn, in our opinion, is right to insist that ' 0epTa in [Rom]
3.27; 4.2, 6; 9.12, 32; and 11.16 is shorthand for the Zpva vOgou of
3.20 and 28' (Rom, 1:154); 'The cpywv [Rom 4.2] should not be
taken as a more generalized statement than kg 47wv v6pou, as the
parallel with 3.20 and the similar usage in 3.27-28 clearly indicate'
(Rom, 1:200).
33See §2.2.3.(1).
311j
Bruce, Gal, pp.137, 159. Also Burton, Gal, pp.120, 164; W. Sanday
and A.C. Headlam, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle
to the Romans (ICC; 5th edition; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1902),
pp.76, 94; F.J. Leenhardt, The Epistle to the Romans (ET; London:
Lutterworht, 1961), pp.96-97, 108-111; Guthrie, Gal, pp.87-88, 96-98:
L. Morris, The Epistle to the Romans (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1988),
pp.171-72, 185-87; Kim, Origin, pp.282-83; Fung, Gal, pp.113-14,
142-43
35
This grammatical possibility is discussed, but rejected, by Lohmeyer
'Gesetzeswerke, p.178; cf. Schlier, Gal, p.91.
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cp7m vopou is also subjective. 36 Secondly, the law always brings forth
evil effects: it brings knowledge of sin (Rom 3.19), sin (5.13),
Adam's fault (5.20), authority over a human being (7.1), deception
(7.11), death (Rom 7.10), and above all 'wrath' (4.15). 37 Thus he
concludes, when Paul refers to 'works of law', he is thinking of
works which are produced by the law outside the context of covenant,
and the works produced are only evil. 38
Gaston's suggestion does look interesting, but it can hardly
make any sense at all in Paul's argumentation. With reference to 2.16
(and Rom 3.20), if Gaston is right that 47a awl.) designates the
evil deeds produced by the law, one wonders why Paul should ever
bother to deny that justification comes k 47wv v6pou. In fact, no
one (including Paul's opponents) would ever affirm that one would be
righteous by evil works! 39
(5) Focus on the social function of the law: 'works of the law'
as signifying distinctions between Jews and Gentiles. 40 According to
Dunn, the problem with 'works of the law' is not that they are
'works', nor that they are 'of the law'; the key to Paul's critique
of the law lies with the social function of Torah: 41
36Gaston, Paul, pp.102-104, nn22-28; he insists that 'grammar must
take precedence over theological presuppositions' (p.106).
37
Gaston, Paul, p.105. He insists also that 'the work of law' in Rom
2.15 refers to the evil deeds of Gentiles which are condemned in
1.18-32 (pp.69, 105)-
38
Gaston, Paul, p.106; see also pp.35-44.
39See also criticisms by Dunn, Rom, 1:154; Schreiner, 'Works', p.231.
40:
Besides Dunn (§1.2.3), the social aspect of Torah is also reflected
and taken up in some recent studies: Sanders, PPJ, p.489; PUP,
pp.17-64, 100-104, cf. 154-60; Rdisânen, Paul, pp.162-77, 259;
Watson, Paul, pp.63-67, 129-30, 139-41, 198 n79; Heiligenthal,
'Soziologische', pp.41-45; Gordon, 'Problem', pp.36-40, 43; Hansen,
Abraham, p.102; Barclay, Obeying, p.82; Longenecker, Eschatology,
pp.201-202, 205-206, 212-13; Segal, Paul, pp.124-25; Wright, Climax,
p.240. The sociological dimension is often neglected by modern
readers, so comments Cohen, Maccabees, pp.60-61: 'In the eyes of the
pagans of antiquity the essence of religion was neither faith nor
dogma, but action...for both Jews and gentiles the boundary line
between Judaism and paganism was determined more by Jewish
observances than by Jewish theology' (italics mine).
41
Dunn, JPL, p.4; 'Works' JPL, pp.216-19 drawing on the sociological
studies of Hans Mol and Mary Douglas to elaborate the relationship
between identity and boundary.
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the law functioning to mark out Israel's distinctiveness as the
people of God, both in terms of Jewish self-identity (the people
who delight and boast in the law - cf. Rom 2.17-20, 23), and as
forming a boundary between Jews (those 'inside the law') and
Gentiles (those 'outside the law').
A close parallel to Paul's phrase is 'deeds of the Law'
TrYvA in the Dead Sea Scrolls (1QS 5.21, 23; 6.18; 4QFlor 1.1-7; and
the recently published text 4QMMT); they refer to the distinctive
obligations laid upon the sectarian by his membership of the Qumran
community. In practice, the ma'seh torah refer to the Qumran's
sectarian understanding of what the law requires thus distinguishing
the covenanters from fellow Jews, outsiders and enemies. 42
A further crucial hint is the context of 2.16. When the phrase
cp7a vogou was first introduced by Paul here, the immediately
preceding context undoubtedly refers to the controversy over food
laws between Paul and Peter in the Antioch Incident (2.11-14).
Probably also included is the other great issue, circumcision, raised
by the 'false brothers' in Jerusalem (2.1-10). Thus it becomes very
likely that by 'works of law' Paul intended his readers to think of
distinctive or particular observances of the law such as circumcision
and the food laws. 43
Similarly when the phrase is introduced in Rom 3.20 and 3.28,
Paul probably has in view Jewish pride in their status as the people
of God (2.17-20, 23), with circumcision serving as the distinguishing
mark of the Jew (2.25-29); this Jewish boasting in the law is now
ruled out by the gospel stated in 3.21-26. 'target was rather
the devout Jew in his presupposition that as a member of the covenant
people he could expect God's righteousness to be put forth in his
favor because he was "within the law". 45 The treatment of Abraham in
42
See Dunn, Partings, pp.136-37; 'Yet', pp.103-104; Gal (ins), p.5. See
further L.H. Schiffman, 'The Temple Scroll and the Systems of Jewish
Law of the Second Temple Period', in Temple Scroll Studies (edited by
G.J. Brooke; Sheffield: JSOT, 1989), pp.239-55, esp. pp.245-51; 'The
New Halakhic Letter (4QMMT) and the Origins of the Dead Sea Sect',
Biblical Archaeologist 53 (1990), Pp.64-73.
431
Dunn, Partings, pp.136-37; Gal (ins), p.6; cf. Misdnen, Paul, p.259.
44
Dunn, 'Works', JPL, pp.221, 238; Partings, p.137; 'Yet', p.110-11.
45
Dunn, Rom, 1:155; see also 'Yet', pp.104-10; Longenecker,
Eschatology, pp.201, 206-11. While Westerholm, Israel's Law, p.120:
Cranfield, 'Works', p.93 are right to insist that Rom 3.20 concludes
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Romans 4 should also be seen as directed against the standard Jewish
view that Abraham as the ideal Jew was justified by his faithfulness
in Torah observance and obedience in the matter of circumcision and
the offering of Isaac (see Sir 44.19-21; 1 Macc 2.52; Jub 17.15-18;
18.16; 19.8; cf. Jas 2.21-23). 46 Thus the meaning of ZE Eprov in Rom
4.2 should be defined by emu vopou in the preceding context (3.20,
27-28). 47
Therefore, Dunn argues that the 47m vOpou attacked by Paul does
not mean legalism or 'work in general' or evil works produced by law,
but specific 'works of the law' or covenantal nomism. 48 Paul's
critique is not the Law per se, but the law abused. 49 'Works of the
law' characterize the whole mind set of 'covenantal nomism'; it
'denotes the attitude of covenantal nomism as typically understood in
the second Temple Judaism in general, as focused in the principal
identity-confirming and boundary-defining acts (like circumcision and
food laws), since they excluded the Gentile by definition'.50
This view, in our opinion, fits very well with the crisis Paul
was confronting in Galatia: the problem is very much related to
whether Gentile believers should adopt Jewish identity markers such
as circumcision (5.2-6, 11-12; 6.12-16; cf. 2.3-5), Sabbath and holy
days (4.10), as their pattern of life (see §2.3.3). The Jewish
Christian opponents were engaged in a mission of 'cultural
imperialism' as we may call it. Secondly, as in our critique of the
second view above, we indicated that the preceding context,
especially 2.1-10 and 2.11-14, points undoubtedly to the explicit
the argument began at Rom 1.18, they tend to miss the thrust of
Paul's indictment of the Jews in Romans 2.
46
Dunn, 'Works', JPL, p.239; Rom, 1:198-205; 'Yet', pp.111-12;
Longenecker, Eschatology, pp.211-15. It is unfortunate that Moo,
'Law,' pp.95-96 and Westerholm Israel's Law, pp.119-20 fail to take
the Jewish background into consideration. On Abraham as the model Jew
in early Judaism, see references cited in §2.3.3 (p.88).
47
Dunn, Rom, 1:154, 200; also Wright, 'Romans', p.192.
48
Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, p.194; 'Works', JPL, p.238; followed
by Ziesler, Gal, p.25; Matera, Gal, pp.93, 99.
491
Dunn, Partings, p.138; 'New Perspective', JPL, pp.200-202; 'Works',
JPL, p.224.
50
Dunn, Partings, p.137. Note: Dunn did not claim that 'works of law'
denoted only circumcision, dietary restrictions and Sabbath keeping
('Yet', p.100-102).
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issues of circumcision and food laws, the essential Jewish markers.
Thirdly, even Cranfield has to concede that the prominent references
to circumcision in Galatians and expressions like O 'IouckacrpOs in
1.13-14, al noccpucal pou TrapmaOo'cLs in 1.14, pet& TtIV EOWIV MUVEVOICV
in 2.12, Li'vLicils	 (AX1 'IOUS/X-8.4 6S v and lovamketv in 2.14b have
lent considerable support to our view. 51 Furthermore, this
understanding of 47o1 vbpou as traditional Jewish covenant
identity-confirming and boundary-defining markers makes very good
sense within the covenantal framework of 2.15: 'Die gpm ybpou in
V.16 sind also der Ausdruck des jUdischen SelbstbewuBtseins von
V.15'.
52
 Therefore, the unique phrase cove vopou has become for Paul a
convenient catch-phrase in referring to those typical Jewish
covenantal identity-confirming and boundary-defining markers or
'badges of Jewish membership' in the Galatian debate, with particular
reference to circumcision, food laws and Sabbath observances. 53
According to Paul's formulation at 2.16c, 47m vLpou as badges
of Jewish membership in the covenant are rejected and replaced by
WIATTLS XpLo-roZ. Why does Paul find fault in gp7m v8pou? One obvious
reason is that if covenantal membership is defined also by 47a
vOgou, Gentiles by nature would have been excluded right away, unless
they judaize and to go all the way to receive circumcision. In a
mixed Christian community, Gentile believers would either be regarded
as 'second class citizens' or would be compelled to live 'IouScalck
in order to have full communion with Jewish Christians. 54 It becomes
clear that Jewish 4Ta vOmou would undermine the equal status of
Gentile believers in the Christian church. Thus it is quite probable
that Paul added the phrase in 2.16d to drive home the fact that these
Jewish markers cease to play any role in God's dealing with humankind
and in defining membership of God's people (see §3.4.3).
51
Cranfield, 'Works', pp.91-92, 100.
52
Kertelge, 'Zur Deutung', p.215.
53
Cf. Cohen, Maccabees, p.74: 'For the pagans of the Greco-Roman world
the most characteristic features of Judaism were, aside from
circumcision, the observance of the Sabbath and the abstention from
certain foods (notably pork)'.
54 5ee also Wright, Climax, p.240; Barclay, Obeying, pp.82, 239. Contra
Martyn, 'Events', p.165 that law observance is rejected because it is
'merely a human activity'.
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3.3.3. The Meaning of ULCTLS 'I7proi) Xptu-ra:
According to 2.16c the antithetical alternative to kE 47cov
vOpou is 6C NiCTCWS Xptatou. Similarly, this phrase nt!atLs ('Inovil)
XpETToil is quite ambiguous and has attracted the attention of many
scholars. It occurs only four times elsewhere in the undisputed
Pauline epistles (3.22; Rom 3.22, 26; Phil 3.9). 2
 A similar
construction is found in 2.20b, NITTLS followed by genitive Ta UtOt
ATOy I,COU. 3 One can draw at least two basic observations from the six
occurrences. (1) In the case of 2.16b, it is quite obvious that the
2
verb ciucteuTapcp with cis takes Xpoo-r6v 'Illmotv as the direct
In fact 2.16b is sandwiched between two ntatt.s Xpoo-roi)
Sac Tau-sews 'Incrot XpLo-ra (2.16a) and EK nimtews XpLatoC
(2) If the Rix-ELS Xpoutot formulation is rendered as
objective genitive ('faith in Jesus Christ'), there seems to be some
sort of redundancy in 3.22 (EK WLCTEWS 'InToL XpLata and TaS
N.	 I	 •
TUTTCUOUTLV), Rom 3.22 (óLa RIXTCWS 'bra XpLo-rov and wainas To)s
lucteZoIrron) and Phil 3.9 (8a 7r14-mon Xpix-ra and EN1t I 7ax-reL).
In the contemporary debate there are basically two main views on
ntorrEs XpLorrail:4
Hays, Faith, pp.158-62 has a very good historical survey of the
debate. A summary of different views is found in K. Kertelge,
'Rechtfertigung' bei Paulus (NTAbh, NF 3; Minster: Aschendorff, 1967;
2nd edition, 1971), pp.162-66; F. Neugebauer, In Christus (Glittingen:
V&R, 1961), pp.150-56.
2
According to P 46 the NIAMLS XpETT00 formulation is found in 3.26
POL.& NtTTCWS XpEcta 'InTot'); but it is generall 6y agreed that 'aLa
tijs	 2R(TTEWS EV XpEctw 'Iwo' is more reliable (NA ; cf. Betz, Gal,
p., 181 n7; Bruce, Gal, p.183). In Eph 3.12 the expression at.& TiS
NIAMCWS atmou is quite unique compared to other TUCTLS Xpocta
formulations: note the definite article (cf. Barth, Ephesians, 1:347
n111; Dunn, 'Once', p.733).
3
The dative article Tv goes with the dative EV ULUTCL to which the
whole phrase Ti) Ta UtOt to 15CoL stands in apposition (Burton, Gal,
p.139).
4
According to Kertelge, Rechtfertigung, pp.165-66, there are two
other views which are not followed by many: (1) WIAMLS XpLoTot
2NI,CTLS CV Xpoc-d, the so-called 'mystical genitive' or 'genitive of
fellowship' suggested by Deissmann, Paul, pp.161-65; and (2) nimtts
XpLatot as the confession of the Church, argued by E. Wissmann (Das
Verh5ltniss von NICTLS und Christusfr6mmigkeit bei Paulus [FRLANT, NF
23; Gettingen: V&R, 1926]). H. Ljungmann, Pistis (Lund: Gleerup,
1964), pp.37-47 seems to affirm both the subjective and the objective
views.
object.
phrases:
(2.16c).
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(1) 'Faith in Jesus Christ' (ntaTLs Xptatou as objective
genitive). This has been the most common view among scholars. 5 It has
been generally accepted (assumed?) that 'Incoll Xiocata is assuredly
an objective genitive, and so the expression must be read as 'faith
in Jesus Christ'. 6 Many refer to 'eLs Xptamov 'Incouy enorreLmccoevi
of 2.16b as a clear indication that nictcs XpLata must be objective
genitive: the act of believing has 'Jesus Christ' as the direct
object. 7 The implied logic is: the noun TrLaTLs is defined by the verb
I	 8
NOTTCUW. And so the repetitions in 3.22, Rom 3.22 and Phil 3.9 are
explained as means of emphasis; they are not tautological! 9 Some even
refer to the grammatical construction of 47a wittou, the antithesis
of irLaTLs XwArroZ, in 2.16ac to argue that the alternative is between
5
This includes a vast majority of earlier German scholars (see
Kertelge, Rechtfertigung, p.163 n4). We can include also: Betz, Gal,
118; Burton, Gal, p.121; P. Bonnard, L'Epitre de Saint Paul aux
Galates (CNT; 2nd edition; Neuchatel/Paris: Delachaux & Niest16,
1972), p.53; Borse, Gal, p.113; Bruce, Gal, p.139; Duncan, Gal,
pp.65-66; Fitzmyer, 'Gal', 47:19; Fung, Gal, pp.114-15; Guthrie, Gal,
p.90; Kieffer, Foi, pp.48-49; Mussner, Gal, p.170; Rohde, Gal, p.110;
Barclay, Obeying, p.78; Hansen, Abraham, pp.102-103; Sanday and
Headlam, Rom, pp.83-84; Barrett, Rom, p.70; Black, Rom, p.58;
Cranfield, Rom, 1:203 n2; Wilckens, Rom, 1:188, 198; Kasemann, Rom,
p.94; Moo, Rom, 1:224-25; J. Murray, Romans (NICNT; 2 vols; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1959-65), 1:363-74; P. Stuhlmacher, Der Brief an
die Ramer (NTD 6; GOttingen: V&R, 1989), p.57; Kim, Origin, p.299;
Westerholm, Israel's Law, pp.111-12 n12; Martin, Christ, pp.115-18;
Kertelge, Rechtfertigung, pp.170-78; W.H.P. Hatch, The Pauline Idea
of Faith in its Relation to Jewish and Hellenistic Religion
(Cambridge: Harvard UP, 1917), p.38; A.J. Hultgren, 'The Pistis
Christou Formulation in Paul', NovT 22 (1980), pp.248-63. See also
BAGD, 4IL0'TLS', 2.b.13 (663).
6
So Burton, Gal, p.121: 'The evidence that ittati.s like ias and
azoarT) may take an objective genitive is too clear to be questioned';
Betz, Gal, 118 even speaks of the subjective genitive as a 'false
idea' which is contrary to 'context analysis'; Bultmann in a long
article on TILCTELW in TDNT 6:174-228 did not even discuss the issue
(see 6:204 n230; cf. Theology, 1:89-90, 317-18).
7
E.g. Schlier, Gal, p.92-93; Mussner, Gal, p.170; Bruce, Gal, p.139;
Fung, Gal, p.115; Hansen, Abraham, p.103; Bachmann, Sander, p.61;
M.J. Harris, 'Appendix: Prepositions and Theology in the Greek New
Testament', NIDNTT 3:1171-1215, here p.1213; Hofius, 'All', p.21 n20;
Hultgren, 'Pistis', pp.254-55, 261.
8
So C.F.D. Moule, 'The Biblical Conception of Faith', ExpT 68 (1957),
p.157 (also p.222) against T.F. Torrance, 'One Aspect of the Biblical
Conception of Faith', ExpT 68 (1956-57), pp.111-14, 221-22.
9
E.g. Burton, Gal, p.197; Barrett, Rom, p.70; Dunn, Rom, 1:166;
'Once', pp.739-40.
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our (human) 4Ta vOpou and our (human) NLMTLS in Christ (both are
objective genitives) . °
(2) 'Faith(fulness) of Jesus Christ' (ntatt.s Xpurrot as
subjective genitive). This view has not been popular among scholars
in the past, but is gaining wider acceptance in recent years,
especially among North American scholars. 11
 Though absolute certainty
is impossible to attain, a strong case for the subjective view could
be achieved when we take the following indications and pointers
together. 12
(a) In Paul's writing, there are twenty cases where RLOTLS is
followed by a proper noun or pronoun in the genitive and they are all
unmistakably subjective genitives •13
(b) The expression bC NtTTCWS 'InTot (Xpurrot) (3.22; Rom 3.26)
has a precise parallel in Rom 4.16, & Tactews 'Agpcam, which is
clearly a subjective genitive. 14
10
Hultgren, 'Pistis', pp.259-60; Dunn, Rom, 1:166-67; 'Theology', JPL,
p.263 n53; Gal(ms), p.8; Kieffer, Foi, p.49.
11
For bibliography, see Longenecker, Gal, p.87 (but it is a mistake to
include Liihrmann). Besides Hays, Hooker and Longenecker, recent
adherents and contributors include: Cousar, Gal, p.53; A Theology of
the Cross (OBT; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1990), pp.39-40; Matera, Gal,
pp.100-102; S.K. Williams, 'The Righteousness of God in Romans', JBL
99 (1980), pp.241-90, esp. pp.272-77; 'Again Pistis Christou', CBQ 49
(1987), pp.431-47; L.T. Johnson, 'Rom 3.21-26 and the "Faith of
Jesus", CBQ 44 (1982), Pp.77-90; Morris, Rom, pp.174-75; L.E. Keck,
"Jesus" in Romans', JBL 108 (1989), pp.443-60; Davies, Faith,
pp.106-110; D.A. Campbell, The Rhetoric of Righteousness in Romans
3.21-26 (JSNTS 65; Sheffield: JSOT, 1992), pp.58-69, 214-18; Wright,
'Romans', p.189; Gaventa, 'Singularity', p.157; G. Howard, 'Faith of
Christ', ABD 2.758-60.
12
For example, Johnson and Williams have appealed to grammatical
arguments; Hooker to exegesis and logic of Paul's argument; Hays to
grammatical and theological arguments. It does appear that the
evidence of translation in the Vulgate, the Peshitta Syriac and the
Sahidic Coptic as claimed by Howard, Paul, p.95 n191, partly repeated
in ABD 2:759, would not settle the problem: see Hooker,
p.322 n1; Keck, 'Jesus', p.453.
13
Twenty times refer to the faith of the Christian believers; twice to
the faith of Abraham (Rom 4.12, 16); once to a person who believes
(Rom 4.5) and another to the faith(fulness) of God (Rom 3.3). Cf. G.
Howard, 'Notes and Observations on the "Faith of Christ", HTR 61
(1967), pp.459-65, here pp.459-60; Hays, Faith, p.163.
14
Hays, Faith, pp.164, 171; Keck, 'Jesus', p.456. One wonders why
Dunn, 'Once', p.734 insists that Rom 4.16 is 'a genuine exception'
with the possibility that 'Paul unconciously slipped into (or
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(c) According to the 9th edition of LSJ (1940) there is not a
single instance where NLITTLS is followed by an objective genitive.18
(d) If NiTTLS is understood in terms of the Hebrew word 1101R,
which includes the meaning of both 'faith' and 'faithfulness', then
the phrase ULTTLS 'InTa) Xptatot would be similar to /ELTTLS Ta *Ca
('faithfulness of God') in Rom 3.3 and TELCTLS 'Agpmcgcm ('faith of
Abraham') in Rom 4.16, which are both subjective genitives. 18 Note
also Hays, with reference to J. Haussleiter, that one cannot make the
distinction between 'Treue' and 'Glaube' in the Greek TECTI.S: both
ideas are contained in the single word. 17
(e) Hooker draws attention to the phenomena that in all the
ULCTLS XpLorra passages, the wider contexts show that Paul's concern
is not simply with 'life in Christ', but also with the activity of
the earthly Jesus, as in Galatians 3 and Philippians 2. 18 Paul also
made reference to the faithful obedience and death of Christ in Rom
naK	
n C I
5.19 ((&& TiS t p Toy cvs; 'by the one man's obedience') and
c
Phil 2.8 (TCVLACVOS UNTKOOS aXpl. Oaacrou; 'became obedient to the
point of death'). 19
maintained) the anarthrous use'. The figure of Abraham introduced in
Romans 4 is better taken as the model for Christian faith, in a
paradigmatic sense rather than typological (see Hooker,
pp.325-26).
15Cf. D.W.B. Robinson, '"Faith of Jesus Christ" - A New Testament
Debate', Reformed Theological Review 29 (1970), pp.71-81, here
pp.71-72; Hays, Faith, p.164. On the occurrences of TELMTLS in
Hellenistic Jewish literature, Howard, Paul, p.95 n191 concludes that
it 'is rarely, if ever, followed by the non-subjective personal
genitive'.
16
Longenecker, Gal, p.87; cf. A.G. Hebert, '"Faithfulness" and Faith',
Theology 58 (1955), pp.373-79; Torrance, 'One Aspect', p.111. See
also the caution in Hays, Faith, pp.160-62 and Hooker,
p.336 nl (referring to the criticism of J. Barr, The Semantics of
Biblical Language [London: OUP, 1961], pp.161-205).
17
5ee Hays, 'ITIETIE', p.718.
18
See Hooker, 'llIETIE' pp.326-33, 336. For example, 3.22 might refer
back to the death of Christ on the cross in 3.13; Phil 3.9 reaches
back to the Christological Hymn in chapter 2; sandwiched between Rom
3.22 and 3.26 is a reference to 'his blood' (3.25).
19See R.N. Longenecker, 'The Obedience of Christ in the Theology of
the Early Church', in Reconciliation and Hope: FS L.L. Morris (edited
by R. Banks; Exeter: Paternoster, 1974), pp.142-52; Hays, Faith,
pp.166-67; Keck, 'Jesus', p.457. However, Cosgrove, Cross, p.56
argues that since Paul speaks of the tnalcoll and not the ULMTLS of
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(f) According to the subjective view, the (apparent)
redundancies in 3.22, Rom 3.22 and Phil 3.9 would be removed. 20 Hays
suggests that one can even say the concept NZOTLS/NLVTCLCLV is used
with a double directionality. 21 For example, in 3.22 the promise which
was given to Abraham is given to those who believe (Tots NLUTCLOWLV)
as a result of or on the basis of Christ's faith (tic WLVTCWS 'I7)C01)
f•
XpLo-to) 22v . With the subjective view, these passages would present an
equal emphasis on both the objective basis (the faithfulness of
Christ) and the subjective demand (the act of believing by
believers).
(g) If there is a pre-Pauline (Jewish Christian) tradition in
Rom 3.25-26a, 23 the subjective view would strengthen the coherency of
the tradition and help to resolve the puzzle of 'Sat TiS TILUTCWS' in
3.25a. Many have attributed the phrase SLit rs NIATTCWS to Paul's
Christ in Rom 5.19, it shows that Paul's concern is not the
faithfulness of Christ, and therefore TILTTLS XpLaTot could not be a
subjective genitive. But we think the use of unworn) here can partly
be explained by the context, which demands a reference to obedience,
in contrast to Adam's disobedience (Hooker, 'HIETIV, p.337 n1), and
partly by the close relationship of faith and obedience in Paul's
thought as in Rom 1.5 (as unouvAv NOTTEWS).
20_0S Hays, Faith, p.158; Keck, 'Jesus', p.454; Longenecker, Gal, p.88.
Hooker, 'HIETIE', p.322 challenges the objective view by asking: 'For
if the sentence already contains an expression of the believer's
response to God's action, do we need another?'
21
Hays, Faith, p.163.
221 interpret kK RIATTCWS '117TOZ XpLOTOZ modifying the verb (5o0g
rather than the noun 41 'rrcencAta, thus putting the emphasis on
present ratification (so Hays, Faith, pp.158, 167; Keck, 'Jesus',
p.455; Hooker, 'ITIETIE', p.329). The alternative, which is less
likely, is to read n enaTTEALa with EK NLTTEWS s Ivra XpLata. Then
the emphasis is more on the promise as originally made, which is said
to be being made on the basis of Christ's faith.
23See Dunn, Rom, 1:163-64; B.F. Meyer, 'The Pre-Pauline Formula in Rom
3.25-26a', NTS 29 (1983), pp.198-208; P. Stuhlmacher, Reconciliation,
Law, and Righteousness (ET; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986), pp.94-109.
The extent of the tradition is disputed. On this point we adopt the
most popular view. Other opinions include KAsemann, Rom, pp.95-101
who includes also 3.24; C.H. Talbert, 'A Non-Pauline Fragment at
Romans 3.24-26?' JBL 85 (1966), pp.287-96, who argues for 3.25-26 as
a post-Pauline interpolation in the middle of a Pauline sentence;
A.J. Hultgren, Paul's Gospel and Mission (Philadelphia: Fortress,
1985), pp.62-69 who takes 3.21-26 to be entirely Pauline, with
3.23-26 consisting of a portion of a homily delivered by Paul on the
day of atonement.
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insertion into the tradition, 24
 but no satisfactory answer has been
given why the phrase appears precisely here. 25
 But if ata ts utIcrtews
is part of the tradition, 3.25-26a might consist of two parallel
statements, one referring to Christ and the other to God: 26
LAcurrilpLov	 &o. Tis ULTTCWS	 CV Tfe) auta arpoat
Tis SocomoTthrns airrot sul Tip) lacpecLv... 6	 &1104 TO; Ocot
•	 A
This observation certainly strengthens the case that SLM TIP
TILCTCWS could be original and is not inserted by Paul. And if at& Tip
774,CTEWS is original, all the three phrases in 3.25a would be
referring to Christ: 'whom God put forward as the IXocarT4Iptov, through
[his] faithfulness [made concrete] in his blood' 27
(h) At 2.20b when Paul goes on to talk about living 6 Tapia.
('in flesh') as living L, RLVTCL ('in faith'), the noun 'faith' is
qualified by TO; via TO; OVA. The interesting point is the
following description: Toi) 16auliatarcOs AC Kai, napaalwros 6CUTOV Z.114
cgou ('the one who loved me and gave himself for me'; 2.20c). Both
participles are in the active voice; the Son of God is portrayed as
the active agent. 28
 It is thus quite possible that an active sense is
also involved in the genitive TO; U10; Ta *Ca), possibly as
subjective genitive ('the faithfulness of the Son of God'). 29
(i) Lastly, we do not think an argument for either subjective or
objective view can be based on the genitive construction of gpvm
vopou. Since one can insist that the alternative is between our
24
E.g. Kasemann, Rom, pp.97-98; Kertelge, Rechtfertigung, pp.51-53;
Wilckens, Rom, 1:193-94; Meyer, 'Pre-Pauline Formula', p.204; Dunn,
Rom, 1:172.
25See the criticism by S.K. Williams, Jesus' Death as Saving Event
(HDR 2; Missoula: Scholars, 1975), pp.41-45; Keck, 'Jesus', p.457.
26
I owe this observation to Dr. B.W. Longenecker; see also Cousar,
Theology, p.58.
27
Keck, 'Jesus', p.457. See also Hays, Faith, p.173; Johnson, 'Rom
3.21-26', pp.79-80; cf. Davies, Faith, p.110.
28
The question of whether 2.20c is Pauline creation or pre-pauline
formula (see §6.1. below) would not affect our basic observation that
the participles are in the active voice.
29
See Hays, Faith, pp.167-69 (drawing on the syntactical parallelism
to Rom 5.15; opened to the possibility as a genitivus auctoris - 'the
faith which comes from Christ'); Keck, 'Jesus', p.455; contra
Longenecker, Gal, p.94. On the purpose of 2.20c, see §6.4.4. below.
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(human) gpvm iniglou and our (human) WIOTLS in Christ (both as
.
objective genitives), 30 It Is equally possible that the alternative is
between our cp7m vogiou and Christ's IILTTLS (one objective and one
subjective) •31 It does appear that this line of argument is
inconclusive: it can move in either direction! This should warn us
not to base the argument on the comparison of the two phrases. 32
In sum: It is highly possible that Tumti.s XpLaToil is subjective
genitive. 33 Certainly, the debate is far from over, and we believe
that future investigation should concentrate on the nature and
function of ntArrLs in Paul's thought and the role of Abraham in
Galatians 3 and Romans 4. 34 For the time being, with Longenecker, we
can at least say: 'Paul uses 111:ITTLS 'Incrot XpLata in his writings to
signal the basis for the Christian gospel: that its objective basis
is the perfect response of obedience that Jesus rendered to God the
Father, both actively in his life and passively in his death'.35
The test for us is, can we maintain the subjective view in
2.16ac? Does the subjective view help us to make better sense of
Paul's argumentation in 2.16? We think it does.
To begin with, it is quite obvious that the verb enLaTcumatmv
with els has 'Christ Jesus' as the direct object of believing in
2.16b. 36 Hooker is right to remind us that 'however we interpret the
phrase TaTTLS XpurroZ, we shall in no way undermine the believer's
30So Dunn and Hultgren.
31So Keck, 'Jesus', p.454; Matera, Gal, p.100; cf. Martyn, 'Events',
p.168.
32
In our view, Hooker's comment that '[Paul] does not normally speak
of our works, but of the works of the Law in us; the logical
antithesis to this is not our faith but the faith of Christ'
('ITIETIV, p.336; also p.341) is highly questionable. See also our
refutation of Gaston's reading of 'works of law' as subjective
genitive in §3.3.2.(4).
33
See now Ziesler's qualified remarks in Gal, p.24, cf. Rom, p.109.
34Cf. Dunn, 'Once', pp.735-38, 741-42; Hays, 'HIETIV, pp.722-23,
725-26; see also P.J. Achtemeier, 'Apropos the Faith of/in Christ: A
Response to Hays and Dunn' (unpublished paper, 1991).
35
Longenecker, Gal, p.87.
) •36
Compare Rom 4.24b (TOZS WLTTC1IJOUTV cLm. TOI, ciecpairra 'InTotv TOv
KupLov 63v EK micao which has 'God' as the direct object. Even
then we do not think it is necessary to deny the unmistakable fact in
2.16b (e.g. Williams, 'Again', p.444; cf. Hays, 'HUTU', pp.725-26,
in contrast to Faith, p.142).
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answering response to the activity of God. The crucial question is:
how is that righteousness received, and how is the answering response
made?' 37 According to the subjective view, Paul would have mentioned
both crucial aspects of Christian faith in 2.16bc: the existential
act of believing response, and the objective ground based on the
faith[fulness] of Christ. 38 One can even sense there is a rich
interplay of niTTLS and ULTTC;JELV in Paul's presentation in 2.16bc
and some sort of double directionality just as one finds in 3.22, Rom
3.22 and Phil 3.9.
With reference to the CIOLTES OTL-clause in 2.16a, the validity
of TaTTLS 'Incrot Xporroi; is not a question at all for either Paul or
his Jewish Christian dialogue partners. What is problematic, at least
for Paul, is the continuing validity of c
V
pya vogou, the traditional
Jewish identity-confirming and boundary-defining markers, in the
whole process of justification. What is absolutely clear is that at
2.16c, 47a v6gou is definitely replaced by laTTLS Xpco-rot (they
appear as two antithetical options). 39 It does appear that Paul is
drawing on the unquestionable fact, the religious commitment of
Jewish Christians in their initial step of 'believing in Christ
Jesus' (2.16b), to highlight the importance and primacy of ULCTLS.
From this perspective, we do not think it is the purpose of 2.16b to
define the meaning of niTTLS Xpcirrot in 2.16ac."
Excursus on C TrIATTcws and 8a TILT-EMS:
The TILTTLS Xptata formulation occurs with two different
37
Hooker, 'ITIETIE', p.337. Contra Martyn, 'Event', p.169 playing down
the need and significance of active faith response.
38
Hays, Faith, p.175 only argues that this is 'as defensible as the
traditional exegesis' (cf. p.142). But Keck, 'Jesus', p.454 is more
confident that this interpretation in fact removes the 'un-Pauline,
wooden redundancy'.
.)39Our interpretation depends on the reading of cav L1 as exceptive,
qualifying the whole preceding phrase at 2.16a. We shall argue for
this in §3.3.6. below.
40It becomes clear that we disagree with the argument that the
function of HLTTetW taking an object would automatically define the
characteristic of the noun TuctLs and so ULTTLS XpLTTOU must be
objective genitive (contra Hultgren, 'Pistis', pp.254-55). It is even
more puzzling how Hultgren can call 2.16b the parenthetical clause!
See §3.2.4. on 2.16b as the main clause of the long sentence.
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prepositions in 2.16: Oat laMTCWS 'Irpra XpLaToil (2.16a; cf. Rom 3.22
and Phil 3.9) and EK WLITTEWS XpLuTot (2.16c; 3.22 and Rom 3.26). The
question is: Is there any substantial difference in meaning between
EK ntx-rews VInma) (XpLa-raii) and &a WLMTEWS VInmoi0 Xpumot? Does
Rom 3.30 ('since God is one; and he will justify the circumcised EK
7[1.0-"CCWS and the uncircumcised Sac tfs nix-reoW) really speak of God
justifying Jews and Gentiles in different ways?
Most commentators have followed Augustine (Spirit and the Letter
29.50) in viewing the changes of preposition from Sat to bc in 2.16
and the variations in Rom 3.30 as merely stylistic or rhetorical.41
According to Kieffer, there are two possible reasons for the changes
at 2.16: (1) it might be influenced by the formula cited in 3.12 ('8
chicaLos EK ULCTCWS (4ceTaC; cf. Hab 2.4), and (2) it forms a
Di
parallelism to eE cp7wv	 42
But some follow Origen and Theodore of Mopsuestia in drawing a
distinction between the two prepositions. 43 For example, N. Turner
suggests that Paul is really saying that the Jews are justified by
faith, and the Gentiles are justified by the same faith, namely, by
the faith of the Jews. 44 V. Hasler asserts that Paul's argument shifts
P	 45from Christ as 'Heilsmittel' (6(.&) to Christ as 'Heilsmittler' (EK).
H. Boers proposes that Jews are justified by sharing the faith of
Abraham, while Gentiles are justified by sharing faith in the One who
raised Jesus from the dead. 46
41:
E.g. Lightfoot, Gal, p.115; Burton, Gal, p.123; Cranfield, Rom,
1:222; Bruce, Gal, pp.139-40; Rohde, Gal, p.110; Dunn, Gal(ms), p.8;
Rom, 1:189; Wilckens, Rom, 1:248; Morris, Rom, pp.188-89; Lambrecht
and Thompson, Justification, p.40; Ziesler, Rom, p.119; Moo, Rom,
1:255; Moule, Idiom, p.195; Hays, 'HIETIV, p.722 n31.
42
Kieffer, Foi, p.52. Cf. Dunn, Rom, 1:189; Mussner, Gal, p.174.
43
E.g. Sanday and Headlam, Rom, p.96; Schlatter, Glaube, p.335;
Schlier, Gal, p.92; Kertelge, Rechtfertigung, p.184. Fung's comment
is rather ambiguous (Gal, p.116). The way BAGD defines Sac as
'through' (A.III.1.d.(180)) and CPC as 'by reason of, as a result of,
because of' (3.f.[2353) possibly emphasizes the different meanings of
the two prepositions.
44
N. Turner, Grammatical Insights into the New Testament (Edinburgh: T
& T Clark, 1965), pp.107-10.
45,V. Hasler, 'Glaube und Existenz. Hermeneutische ErwAgungen zu Gal
2.15-21', TZ 25 (1969), pp.241-51, here pp.244-45.
46
H. Boers, 'The Problem of Jews and Gentiles in the Macro-Structure
of Romans', Neotestamentica 15 (1981), pp.1-11, here pp.7-8.
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Recently Stowers has argued that 'Paul's use of different
prepositional phrases with 711.0-ELS for Jews and Gentiles in [Rom] 3.30
is neither accidental nor merely stylistic'. 47 Stowers claims that 'an
interesting pattern emerges in Paul's use of the prepositions: 6a
appears when the Gentiles are in view and EK when either or both Jews
and Gentiles are under discussion' (p.669); 'Sae describes a more
specific act than K. The former points directly to the cross and its
meaning for Gentiles, whereas EK NIATTCWS is broader and also
describes Abraham's behaviour.. .Paul consistently applies 6a Tip
ULCTCWS to the redemption of the Gentiles. The case is different for
EK NIATTCWS, which can refer to both Jews and Gentiles' (pp.671-72).
He contends that 'Paul can apply EK ULUTCWS to Jews in [Rom] 3.30 but
not 6a Tactews' (p.674).
It is however fairly obvious even to Stowers himself that Gal
2.16 would present a severe difficulty to his argument. In fact
Stowers has to adopt the rather problematic reading suggested by
Gaston that the 'we's' in 2.16 no longer refer to the Jewish
Christians in 2.15, but rather to Paul and Gentile Christians. 48 It is
beyond doubt that it is justification for Jewish Christians that Paul
is talking about in 2.16; and significantly, the phrase used is 'Sat
WLTTCWS 'InTOZ XpLa-cou' (2.16a). This evidence clearly undercuts
Stowers's whole argument that 'Paul consistently applies sa TiS
TILTTCWS to the redemption of the Gentiles' (p.672). From the uses of
both CK HLTTEWS and 6La WLTTEWS in 2.16, it is quite clear that Paul
can apply both prepositions in relation to Jewish Christians.
But does Paul intend to signal a significant difference by
changing the preposition from &a to CK in 2.16 - as if &a points to
the means and CK points to the source? 49 Such an attempt to draw a
sharp distinction between the two prepositions is quite rightly
rejected by Burton as being 'unjustifiable refinement, not legitimate
exegesis' •50 But we still have to ask, why should Paul change the
47
Stowers, 'EK HIETEOE', p.674.
48
Stowers, TK HIETESX', pp.670-71. See §3.2.4. above.
49
So Schlier, Gal, p.92: 'Sac bezeichnet den Glauben als das Mittel
der Rechtfertigung, wdhrend das Woher des Gerechtwerdens'
(cf. Fung, Gal, pp.116-17).
50]
Burton, Gal, p.122.
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preposition at all?
In our opinion the changes from Sac to EK could be better
explained by the context in relation to Paul's argumentation at
2.16c. According to Kieffer's second remark, the use of EK WICTCWS
S	 IfXpurrot might be a parallelism to cg eprry vLpau. 51 To have both
1fluctLs XpLaTot and epTa vopou governed by the same preposition EK/4
in the modal sense 'by means of' 52
 would possibly heighten the
antithetical nature of the two options, in which Paul makes it
0
absolutely clear that cp7a vopou is rejected and replaced by irimrLs
Xpurroo. This observation once again confirms the majority view that
the change from 8at to EK at 2.16c is not grammatical, but
rhetorical. 53
3.3.4. The Meaning of SucaLarrat. (80caLotv):
In 2.16a aucaLoirrat, is the key verb upon which 47wp wimau
and Sul NLITTEWS 'InTOZ XpLo-cot depended. This is a crucial &.,c-root
woLd in Pauline vocabulary. 54
 In Galatians, most of the &K-root words
appear in chapters two and three. The verb 8Licaor;w is used seven
55
times (2.16a,c,d, 17a; 3.8, 11, 24); 	 the noun Succuominril four times
56(2.21b; 3.6, 21; 5.5); 	 and 8uccaos once only in 3.11 (quoting Hab
51:
Kieffer, Foi, p.52. Our suggestion does not intend to deny the
possible influence of Hab 2.4, which is quoted in 3.12 and Rom 1.17,
in Paul's choice of preposition.
)	 152
G. LUdemann, 'lc()', EDNT 1:402-403, here p.403.
53Similarly the variations in Rom 3.30 are rhetorical and stylistic.
The two statements could be some sort of parallelism:
'God will justify Ircperog)v 	 K WIATTCWS
and	 atcpoPuw-cLav	 8La TT)S RITTCWS'.
54
In the NT, the verb Oucomow appears thirty nine times, of which
twenty five are used by Paul. There are seven other occurrences which
possibly also related to Paul: the preaching attributed to Paul in
Acts 13.38-39; the Pauline tradition in 1 Tim 3.16 and Tit 3.7; the
'reaction to Paul' in Jas 2.21, 24-25. As for the noun, aucomoTiwil
occurs ninety two times, of which fifty are in Paul.
55
In Romans fifteen times: 2.13; 3.4, 20, 24, 26, 28, 30; 4.2, 5; 5.1,
9; 6.7; 8.30(2x), 33; but twice only in 1 Cor 4.4; 6.11.
561
Auch more frequently in Romans (thirty four times): 1.17; 3.5, 21,
22, 25, 26; 4.3, 5, 6, 9, 11(2x), 13, 22; 5.17, 21; 6.13, 16, 18, 19,
20; 8.10; 9.30(3x), 9.31; 10.3(3x), 4, 5, 6, 10; 14.17. Others are
found in 1 Cor 1.30; 2 Cor 3.9; 5.21; 6.7, 14; 9.9, 10; 11.15; Phil
1.11; 3.6, 9(2x). Cf. Eph 4.24; 5.9; 6.14; 1 Tim 6.11; 2 Tim 2.22;
3.16; 4.8; Tit 3.5; Jas 2.23.
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2.4; cf. Rom 1.17b). Of special significance is the important phrase
aLicaLociwn Oca which occurs in 2 Cor 5.21; Rom 1.17; 3.21-22, 25-26
3
and	 A slightly different form is found in Phil 3.9 (Tv; VC
Oca) SucaLocrinnw). 58 The importance of these &A-root words to the
understanding of Pauline theology in general and the argument of
Romans in particular is widely recognised by most scholars. 59
In a cautionary comment on SucaLoa-61,11 OccA, Barrett 60
 suggests
that the phrase should include the idea of an activity of God, the
status of righteousness given by God (Oca) as genitive of origin; the
status of righteousness as a gift from God) 61 and the covenantal
faithfulness of God (*cot as subjective genitive; Sucacominn) as the
saving activity of God) : 62 'the reader must be cautious before
dismissing any of them from the consideration of any passages'. On
57,
rhe phrase is also found in Matt 6.33a; Jos 1.20 and 2 Pet 1.1b. Cf.
Testament of Dan 6.10: 'Turn, then, from unrighteousness of every
kind and hold fast to the righteousness of the law of the Lord (Til
6ucaLoci511 tot) viwou KupLou)' (ET from AOT, p.566).
58
Cf. Williams, 'Righteousness', p.258.
59See the extensive bibliography in NIDNTT 3:374-77 and Dunn, Rom,
1:36-37. Include also J.C. Beker, 'The Faithfulness of God and the
Priority of Israel in Paul's Letter to the Romans', in The Romans
Debate (edited by K.P. Donfried; revised and expanded edition;
Peabody: Hendrickson, 1991), pp.327-32; R.B. Hays, 'Justification',
ABD 3:1129-33; K. Kertelge,	 '8LicaLocri5vir and '64,KaaW, EDNT
1:325-34; F. Lang, 'Gesetz und Gerechtigkeit Gottes in biblisch-
theologischer Sicht', TBei 22 (1991), pp.195-207; Moo, Rom, 1.75-86;
R.K. Moore, 'Issues Involved in the Interpretation of AIKAIOETNH AEOT
in the Pauline Corpus', Colloquium 23 (1991), pp.59-70; J. Reumann,
'Righteousness (NT)', ABD 5:745-73; M.L. Soards, 'The Righteousness
of God in the Writings of the Apostle Paul', BTB 15 (1985),
pp.104-109; Stuhlmacher, Reconciliation, pp.68-93; A.J.M. Wedderburn,
The Reasons for Romans (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1988), pp.108-123. A
detailed survey of the interpretation from the second century to the
twentieth is found in P. Stuhlmacher, Gerechtigkeit Gottes bei Paulus
(FRLANT 87; Gottingen: V&R, 1965), pp.11-73; cf. Campbell, Rhetoric,
pp.138-56. A helpful survey on the debate by German scholars is found
in the appendix by M.T. Brauch in Sanders, PPJ, pp.523-42.
60:
Barrett, Rom, p.31; cf. Wedderburn, Reasons, pp.116-17, 151-52 n14.
61
So e.g. Bultmann, Theology, 1:285; H. Conzelmann, An Outline of the
Theology of the New Testament (ET; London: SCM, 1969), pp.218-20;
Cranfield, Rom, 1:92-99.
62
So e.g. E. Kasemann, "The Righteousness of God" in Paul', in New
Testament Questions of Today (ET; London: SCM, 1969), pp.168-82; Rom,
pp.23-30; Stuhlmacher, Gerechtigkeit, pp.74-101; Kiimmel, Theology,
pp.196-98.
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67
the meaning of the verb 6matotv, generally speaking, Roman Catholics
have tended to argue for the effectual sense ('to make righteous'), 63
and Protestants for the forensic view ('to count righteous'). 64
What is the meaning of OLKaLarrat. (present tense and passive
voice) in the common Jewish Christian understanding of faith at
2.16a? In the recent debate, the crucial question is: Is aucomotv
transfer terminology - an expression for 'getting in', signifying how
one is being accepted by God (Sanders; Raisdnen)? Or is it a
covenantal terminology, which also includes the idea of 'staying in',
describing how one is continually maintained by God (so Dunn; see
§3.1)? Put in a different way: Does OcKacamat imply a form of
radical conversion, even for Jewish Chistians, an exit out of Judaism
into a new religion called Christianity - a 'third tree'? 65 Or is it a
question of 'moderate' conversion, a transference from one form of
Judaism to another form of Judaism, a Messianic sect, which is still
within the wider Judaisms?" In a sense one has to ask, what is the
theological framework of Paul's use of chKaLav?
One way to proceed with this controversial Pauline question is
to begin with the idea of 'God's righteousness' in the OT and Jewish
background. Though there is no exact parallel to Sucatoolivn 6ca) in
the LXX, there are close parallels in Deut 33.21, 'The Lord wrought
righteousness (SucaLoctivny KLpLos brotwev)'; 1 Sam 12.7, 'I will
relate to you all the righteousness of the Lord Call, newav
auccuocrininv KupLou)'; Mic 6.5, 'the righteousness of the Lord (I;
SocaLoolSvn Tool) Kvpiou) might be known' 67
However, an exact equivalent is found in the War Rule 1QM 4.6:
'When they march out to battle they shall write on their standards,
63
E.g. Kertelge, Rechtfertigung, pp.115-20, 158-59, 282; Schlier, Gal,
pp.89-91; Kieffer, Foi, p.44; cf. Matera, Gal, p.93.
64
E.g. Bultmann, Theology, 1:271-78; Ridderbos, Gal, p.99; Fung, Gal,
pp.125-26; 'The Forensic Character of Justification', Themelios 3
(1977-78), pp.16-21; Moo, Rom, 1:82-84. On the earlier debate between
Catholic and Protestant scholars, see Ziesler, Meaning, pp.1-14.
65
Rdisamen, 'Galatians', p.551; a 'third race' over against Jews and
Gentiles (so Sanders, PUP, pp.171-79; cf. pp.29, 56-57 n53, 78-79).
66
So Dunn, 'New Perspective' JPL, pp.195-98, 208-209; Partings,
pp.73-74, 143; cf. Segal, Paul.
ET from The Septuagint Version of the Old Testament (London: Samuel
Bagster & Sons, n.d.), pp.279, 370, 1101.
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Truth of God, Justice of God (	 FM), Glory of God, Judgement of
God, followed by the whole ordered list of their names'. 68 Very close
parallels also occur in the Community Rule 1QS 10.25-26 and 1QS
11.12:
69
I will impart/conceal knowledge with discretion and will
prudently hedge it within a firm bound to preserve faith and
strong judgement in accordance with the justice of God (
}*). I will distribute the Precept by the measuring-cord of the
times, and ... righteousness ( p-r5) and lovingkindness towards
the oppressed, encouragement to the troubled heart':
If I stumble, the mercies of God shall be my eternal salvation.
If I stagger because of the sin of flesh, my justification shall
be by the righteousness of God (x:np-rsno which endures forever.
This clearly indicates that 'righteousness of God' was already an
idiom or theological term in pre-Christian Palestinian Judaism. 70
But what does the word 'righteousness' denote in the Jewish
context? Without going into the complex details, we would like to
mention just a few dominant features in the OT 71
 and the DSS. 72 For
example, it has been pointed out by H. Cremer that 
-1'541"tirr.5 is
essentially a concept of relation: righteousness is something one has
in one's relationship as a social being. 73 God's righteousness is
68
Hebrew text from E. Lohse (ed), Die Texte aus Qumran (4th edition;
MUnchen: KOsel, 1986); ET from G. Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls in
English (3rd edition; London: Penguin, 1987), p.109.
6 9ET in Vermes, DSS, pp.78-79.
70
Cf. Fitzmyer, 'Pauline Theology', 82:39.
715ee esp. J.J. Scullion, 'Righteousness (0T)', ABD 5:724-36; cf.
Kertelge, EDNT 1:326-28; von Rad, OT Theology, 1:370-76; J. Reumann,
'Righteousness' in the New Testament, with responses by J.A. Fitzmyer
and J.D. Quinn (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1982), pp.12-22; Stuhlmacher,
Gerechtigkeit, pp.113-45; Ziesler, Meaning, pp.17-46.
72
See esp. Sanders, PPJ, pp.305-312; cf. Dahl, Studies, pp.96-105; 0.
Betz, 'Rechtfertigung in Qumran', in Rechtfertigung: FS E. Kgsemann
(edited by J. Friedrich, W. POhlmann and P. Stuhlmacher; Tubingen:
JCB Mohr, 1976), pp.17-36; H. Ringgren, The Faith of Qumran (ET;
Philadelphia: Fortress, 1963), pp.63-67; W. Grundmann, 'The Teacher
of Righteousness of Qumran and the Question of Justification by Faith
in the Theology of the Apostle Paul', in Paul and Qumran (edited by
J. Murphy-O'Connor; London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1968), pp.85-114;
Stuhlmacher, Gerechtigkeit, pp.148-66; Ziesler, Meaning, pp.85-94.
73
H. Cremer, Die paulinischen Rechtfertigungslehre im Zusammenhange
ihrer geschichtlichen Voraussetzungen (GUtersloh: Bertelsmann, 1900),
esp. pp.34-38. See also E.R. Achtemeier, 'Righteousness in the OT',
IDB 4:80-85; Ziesler, Meaning, pp.36-40; Dunn, 'Justice', p.16.
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often associated with the saving activity of God on behalf of His
people, especially in the Psalms and Isaiah 40-66.
	 Israelite
people understood the acts of God in their history as demonstration
of 'God's righteousness' (Deut 33.21; Judg 5.11; 1 Sam 12.7; Ps
103.6; Mic 6.5; Dan 9.16). 75 In the Psalms the righteous acts of God
which are praised by the people often relate to their experience in
time of need (e.g. 5.8; 7.8; 9.4; 22.31; 35.24; 40.11; 51.12; 71.24;
112.9). In Second Isaiah, frequently 'God's righteousness' is almost
an equivalent to salvation (Turivia; see 45.8; 46.13; 51.5-6, 8;
56.1). 76
Quite significant is the idea of 'God's righteousness' in a
covenantal context. 77 Thus Ziesler remarks: 'In the Hebrew tradition,
early and late, God's righteousness is the way he acts, and notably
the way he acts in maintaining the covenant'; 'The righteousness of
God is his acting to sustain his people, his loyalty to his own
promises, and his total reliability'. 78
 The basic idea is that God
takes upon himself the obligations to be the God of Israel, both to
rescue her and to punish her enemies (e.g. Exod 9.27; 1 Sam 12.7; Dan
0 .16; Mic 6.5) and to maintain his covenant faithfulness to his
people (cf. Deut 7.9; Isa 49.7; Pss 36.5; 40.10; 89.1-2; 92.2;
119.90). 79 Despite Israel's infidelities, God's faithfulness is
74 Scullion, 'Righteousness', p.731; cf. Kasemann, 'Righteousness',
pp.172, 174; Wilckens, Rom, 1:213-14; Stuhlmacher, Rom, p.31.
Cf. Stuhlmacher, Rom, p.31. The creative act of God in a cosmic
sense, noted by Kasemann, 'Righteousness', pp.180-82, is argued and
expanded by H.H. Schmid, Gerechtigkeit als Weltordnung (BHT 40;
TUbingen: JCB Mohr, 1968) and H.G. Reventlow, Rechtfertigung im
Horizont des Alten Testaments (BEvT 58; Munich: Kaiser, 1971). See
also the qualifications in Reumann, Righteousness, pp.21-22 and
Stuhlmacher, Reconciliation, pp.91-92.
76
Cf. Kertelge, EDNT 1:328. See also Pss 22.31; 35.28; 40.10; 69.27;
71.15, 16, 19, 24; 88.12; 98.2; 119.123; Mic 6.5; 7.9. Cf. S.
Lyonnet, 'Pauline Soteriology', in Introduction to the New Testament
(ET; edited by A. Robert and A. Feuillet; NY: Desclee, 1965),
pp.820-65, here pp.833-34.
77
The concept of covenant is quite pervasive, if not dominant, in the
OT. See e.g. E.W. Nicholson, God and His People (Oxford: Clarendon,
1986), esp. pp.191-217.
78
Ziesler, Meaning, p.186; Rom, p.70. Similarly, Wilckens, Rom, 1:212
n604: 'Gemeint ist em n Tun als Gemeinschaftstreue'; cf. Kertelge,
EDNT 1:328.
79
See Ziesler, Rom, pp.70, 96.
75
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constant (cf. Neh 9.5-37; Dan 9.4-19; 1 Esd 9.6-15). 80 Thus Dunn
concludes that God's righteousness is manifested in his gracious
action to restore his own and to sustain them within the covenant
(e.g. Pss 31.1; 35.24; 71.15;
	 143.11;	 Isa 45.21; 51.5,
	 6,	 8;
62.1-2). 81
In the Qumran texts we find not only the Semitic equivalent Vr5
(1QM 4.6; 1QS 10.25; 11.12; cf. 11.14-15), but also praises to God
for his righteous (salvific) acts and the establishment of his
covenant (e.g. 1QS 1.21; 10.23; 1QH 7.9). 82
 Above all are the striking
assertion of God's righteousness in contrast to man's sinfulness and
God's righteousness as approximately equivalent to God's grace." A
typical example is 1QS 11.2-5, 12_15: 84
As for me, my justification ( " kMv.in) is with God. In His hand
are the perfection of my way and the uprightness of my heart. He
will wipe out my transgression through His righteousness
( Vilirma). For my light has sprung from the source of His
knowledge; my eyes have beheld His marvellous deeds, and the
light of my heart, the mystery to come. He that is everything is
the support of my right hand; the way of my steps is over stout
rock which nothing shall shake; for the rock of my steps is the
truth of God and His might is the support of my right hand. From
the source of His righteousness ( vrIp7) is my justification
( lkocir)), and from His marvellous mysteries is the light in my
heart.
As for me, if I stumble, the mercies of God shall be my eternal
salvation. If I stagger because of the sin of flesh, my
justification ( Il&Dtif)) shall be by the righteousness of God
( ‘?>t .Thr1151) which endures for ever. When my distress is
unleashed He will deliver my soul from the Pit and will direct
my steps to the way. He will draw me near by His grace, and by
His mercy will He bring my justification ( I t.ozv.in ) . He will
judge me in the righteousness ( 31plvo of His truth and in the
greatness of His goodness He will pardon all my sins. Through
His righteousness ( 131P753.) he will cleanse me of the
uncleanness of man and of the sins of the children of men, that
I may confess to God His righteousness ( )p-TS ), and His
majesty to the Most High. Blessed art Thou, my God, who openest
the heart of Thy servant to knowledge!
According to Sanders, while the community is fully aware of
80
Lyonnet, 'Pauline Soteriology', p.834.
81
Dunn, 'Justice', p.17; Rom, 1:41; citing also Pss 51.14; 65.5; 98.2;
Isa 8.21; 46.13; 63.1, 7.
82
Kertelge, EDNT 1:328.
83Sanders, PPJ, p.310. Cf. Longenecker, Eschatology, p.25.
8 
4ET in Vermes, DSS, pp.78-80.
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human inadequacy before God and that salvation comes only by God's
election, the only way to remain tsaddiq or perfect is to do the
commandments of God as specified by the sect's covenant and not to
sin. 'Doing the law is the condition of remaining elect' 85
From this brief survey it is noticeable that the idea of God's
righteousness is a covenantal concept, which involves God's covenant
faithfulness and God's saving acts for His people.
The crux of the recent debate on the theological framework of
Paul's aucomotv is, whether or not aucacay (and SucaLocrimn Ocot) is
used by Paul as Jewish covenantal terminology. According to Dunn,
Ziesler, Wright and Hays, the answer is Yes: the Jewish covenantal
concept of God's righteousness is taken over by Paul in his own
discussion of justification by faith. 86 So Dunn explains: since
righteousness and justification are the language of relationship,
'the relationship envisaged is something dynamic and presupposes that
the divine partner acts on behalf of, in and with the defective human
partners, drawing them into the relationship, sustaining them within
it, and acquitting them in the final judgement' •87 With the Pauline
&K-words understood as covenantal concepts, the phrase SucaLooliml
*ca could embrace the senses of 'God's activity [both] in drawing
into and sustaining within covenant relationship', and the verb
aticaLav both the forensic sense 'to count righteous' and the
effectual sense 'to make righteous' 88 Thus the OLK-words, both verb
85
Sanders, PPJ, p.312. Cf. Grundmann, 'Teacher', p.99: 'Through faith
one belongs to the alliance; in the fulfilment of the Law one attests
this belonging' (see pp.86-99).
86Dunn, 'Justice', p.17; Rom, 1:41; Gal(ms), pp.3-4; Ziesler, Rom,
p.70; Wright, Climax, pp.203, 214, 267; 'Romans', p.186; Hays,
'Justification', pp.1131-32; p.728; shared by R. Scroggs,
'Salvation History: the Theological Structure of Paul's Thought', in
PT1, pp.212-26, here pp.217-18. The covenant idea is also noted by
Kertelge but unfortunately he did not follow it through (EDNT 1:328,
331-32).
87
Dunn, 'Justice', p.17; cf. Gal(ms), p.4.
88
Dunn, Rom, 1:41-42; the genitive Ocot is both a subjective genitive
and a genitive of origin. 'God's justification is rather God's
acknowledgement that someone is in the covenant - whether that is an
initial acknowledgement, or a repeated action of God (God's saving
acts), or his final vindication of his people. ...integral to the
idea of the covenant itself, and of God's continued action to
maintain it, is the profound recognition of God's initiative and
grace in first establishing and then maintaining the covenant' ('New
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and noun, could refer to the act of transfer ('getting in') and the
ongoing process ('staying in'). 89
In our opinion, 'God's righteousness' as a Jewish covenantal
concept is to be adopted. 90
 There are some further hints that support
this view. The usage of some traditional materials quoted by Paul
himself (e.g. 2 Cor 5.21; Rom 3.25-26) already indicates that the
concepts of justification and OLKW.001)1,1) 0E00 were well known in
Jewish Christianity before Paul. 91
 Since this is also indicated by
other traditional materials (e.g. 1 Pet 3.18; 1 Tim 3.16; 1 Cor 1.30;
6.11; Rom 4.25) which refer to Jesus as 86caLos, God in justifying
(SucaL6w) and &K0-00151l1) (co),5t  Reumann concludes that
'Justification/righteousness terminology first appears in primitive
Christianity not in the original work of some one theologian like
Paul but as part of the common apostolic faith, in Jewish and more
particularly Jewish-Hellenistic communities' 92 In this sense Kasemann
is certainly right to comment that 'the expression &fa:awl:n/71 *Ca
was not invented by Paul'. 93
Perspective', JPL, pp.190-91).
891
Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, pp.207-208. Within this covenantal
framework, it would be quite inappropriate to attribute very
different meanings to the verb and noun as argued by Ziesler, namely
that the verb is used in a forensic sense but the noun in an ethical
sense (cf. Meaning, pp.172-74; Pauline, p.97; followed by
Longenecker, Gal, p.85).
90
The covenantal framework does make space for the cautious comment on
the verb by Barrett, Rom, p.71. Compare also Kasemann's understanding
of divine righteousness as a gift which has the character of power
because 'gift and Giver remain inseparable' ('Righteousness', p.168;
cf. pp.170-76).
91
Kertelge, EDNT 1:328; Stuhlmacher, Rom, p.31. On 2 Cor 5.21, see
also Kertelge, Rechtfertigung, pp.99-107; Stuhlmacher, Gerechtigkeit,
pp.74-78; E. Kasemann, 'Some Thoughts on the Theme, "The Doctrine of
Reconciliation in the New Testament", in The Future of Our Religious
Past: Essays in Honour of R. Bultmann (ET; edited by J.M. Robinson;
London: SCM, 1971), pp.49-64. For bibliography on Rom 3.24-26, see
those cited in §3.3.3(g).
92
Reumann, Righteousness, p.39; see pp.29-40.
93
Kasemann, 'Righteousness', p.172. Cf. Mussner, Gal, p.168: 'Der
Inhalt dieses Glaubenssatzes ist freilich in seinem ersten Teil keine
Neuentdeckung des Paulus'; Hays, 'Justification', p.1130: 'Whether
these formulations are pre-Pauline or not, they bear witness to the
same sphere of Jewish-Christian theological conceptualities reflected
in other NT writings'.
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Another very important clue is Paul's allusion to Ps 143.2 at
-	 942.16d and Rom 3.20. 	 According to L.C. Allen, this psalm could be
divided into four parts: 95
1. an appeal to God (143.1-2);
2. a lament (143.3-4);
3. an expression of confidence (143.5-6);
4. and a further series of petitions (143.7-12).
The striking thing is 'The basis of the appeal for aid is made
plain at the outset and reiterated throughout the psalm: it is
Yahweh's commitment to the covenant. The psalmist is a member of
God's covenant family, and his pleas issue from within that
relationship'. 96 Another significant point is the LXX phrases v
Can$C4 TM) and Z1, T j OLKOLLOTI!Wp mov which translate the Hebrew
1113xWa. and ilirtsa in the verse immediately preceding the one to
which Paul alludes (143.1-2a). 97 Even if 2.16d (and Rom 3.20) is just
an echo of Ps 143.2, one cannot ignore the dominant idea of God's
faithfulness and God's righteousness in the background. 98
Also to be noted is the covenantal framework of 2.15 (see §3.2).
The expression 'Jews/Gentile-sinners' reflects the typical Jewish
self-understanding of ones who belong to God and have been born
within the covenant. Jews understand themselves as recipients of
God's grace and members of God's covenant. They are the insiders and
Gentiles are called 'sinners' and regarded as outsiders. This type of
terminology clearly reflects a covenant consciousness. Also, the
phrase 47a avou which refers to the Jewish 'covenant markers', the
identity-confirming and boundary-defining acts (§3.3.3), highlights
once again the covenant consciousness of the Jewish tradition.
)	 I
Furthermore, since the CLaaTCS oTL-clause of 2.16a is associated with
the understanding of faith by Jewish Christians, one should regard
94Cf. Kertelge, 'Zur Deutung', p.215; Lyonnet, 'Pauline Soteriology',
pp.831-37. On the question of allusion or citation, see §3.4.1.
95
L.C. Allen, Psalms 101-150 (WBC 21; Waco: Word, 1983), p.282.
96,Allen, Psalms, p.284 (italics mine).
97See also R.B. Hays, 'Psalm 143 and the Logic of Romans 3', JBL 99
(1980), pp.107-15, esp. pp.113-15.
913
:f. Ps 143.11-12: 'For your name's sake, 0 Lord, preserve my life.
In your righteousness  ti 61.KaLOTLVV coy) bring me out of trouble.
In your steadfast love (1t7) cut off my enemies.. .for I am your
servant' (NRSV).
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the theological content as pre-Pauline, reflecting the common
conviction of early Jewish Christianity.
From the above considerations, it becomes very unlikely that
Paul's usage is so radically different from the traditional Jewish
understanding. We are therefore more convinced that acKataw and
OLKCCLOTInin *ea are Jewish covenantal concepts. 99
With 61-KMLOtV and SLKMLOTLVn *C0/3 as covenantal concepts, what
does Paul mean by 'justification by faith' at 2.16? As in most cases
SLKOLLOUV is used in the passive voice (sometimes called 'divine
passive'); 'God' is always the implied active agent (cf. 2.16d) and
humankind is always on the receiving side. The verb OLKaLav denotes
covenantal relationship between God and humankind. 100
According to both 2.16a and 2.16c, the key Sucatotv verb is
qualified by nto-rLs Xpcatoi). From the new perspective of Jewish
Christians, covenantal relationship with God must have been modified
by one new and indispensable factor: TILTTLS Xpo-Lca (2.16a). 101 From
Paul's perspective, covenantal relationship with God is however
defined by just one indispensable factor, NiCTLS Xporra: auccuw*L3gev
1	 )1
CK nto-rews XpLa-rou Kat OUK C epywv vogou (2.16c). And there is one
thing in common: both Paul and Jewish Christians fully agree that
covenantal relationship with God depends on TaTTLS XpLaToil. From the
fact that Paul can draw on their believing response to Christ in
2.16b, the quarrel between Paul and Jewish Ohristians here is nothing
about whether or not Jews should accept Jesus as the Messiah. The
conflict is in fact an inter-Christian debate.
99
Thus we are unconvinced by Sanders that 'There is a major shift; for
to be righteous in Jewish literature means to obey the Torah and to
repent of transgression, but in Paul it means to be saved by
Christ... in Paul it is a transfer term' (PPJ, p.544); 'The passive
verb "to be righteoused" in Paul's letter almost always means to be
changed, to be transferred from one realm to another...The passive of
dikaioun does not easily bear this meaning - changed, transferred,
incorporated in another person - but Paul forced it to do so' (Paul,
p.48); cf. Bachmann, Sander, p.39 n81; Martyn, 'Events', p.179.
100
The cosmic dimension and God's relationship with creatures are more
clearly seen in Rom 8.18-25.
1011
Nhether 47a vOgou is replaced by TaTTLS Xporrot or modified by
TELTTLs XpLa-ca according to 2.16a, '70-ELS Xpto-ToZ' is not in doubt
according to those Jews who have come to believe in Messiah Jesus.
The grammatical connection of the two phrases by cav p4) will be
discussed in §3.3.6. below.
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Another problem is the use of &Kauai, in different tenses in
2.16. Is there any significance in the fact that 6LicaLotTaL present
tense is found in 2.16a? According to Ziesler, there are roughly
different aspects in different tenses: the past tense can be transfer
terminology, from unacceptability to acceptance (cf. Rom 5.1), while
the future refers to the Last Judgement and the verdict of God, and
the present to the continuing acceptance by God. 102 Therefore it is not
impossible that Paul uses different tenses in 2.16 to stress
different aspects of justification. So Dunn argues that 'the range of
tenses in Gal 2.16 probably denotes a richer theology of
justification than Raisanen allows' • 103
With aucaLarrac in the present tense denoting the way
justification happens when it happens, whether now or in the future, 104
one could probably say, the concern of early Jewish Christians is
largely the continuing process of 'staying in' and proper behaviour
before God. This observation concurs with our study on the Antioch
Incident in which the issue of debate between Paul and Peter involves
what they mean by 'proper behaviour' for Jewish Christians in their
common table-fellowship with Gentile Christians (§2.2). The question
is more on the side of 'staying in' rather than 'getting in'.
According to their new-found faith in Messiah Jesus, continuing
justification before God no doubt depends on TILOPTLS XpLeta (and 47a
vOmou).
102
Ziesler, Rom, p.86.
1031
Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, p.208. The verse is paraphrased as:
'Since man is justified through faith in Jesus Christ (the present
tense can cover the whole process), we have believed in Christ Jesus
(aorist = "transfer") in order that we might be justified from faith
in Christ and not from works of law (the aorist tense can refer to
the goal of the whole process, as in 2.17 - the point being that
justification is by faith from start to finish) because (as will
become apparent at the last judgement) "no flesh will be justified by
works of the law".
1041
Nright's note on the three tenses of justification did not really
explain the present tense in the grammatical sense yet ('Romans',
p.192).
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3.3.5. The Meaning of avi4w1ros:
Within the claOtes Ott-clause the subject of Sucatarrai. is
ap*pwnos, without the article. According to BAGD, the anarthrous
XpOpwnos is used in its wholly indefinite sense (equivalent to TLS),
which almost means 'one' 105 The majority of scholars adopt this view
in 2.16a (and Rom 3.28). 106
However, some have tried to argue that Civi5pwros is used in a
more specific sense. For example, Klein insists that the term
avOpwnos in 2.16a (and Rom 3.28) is quite specific; it refers to 'a
new category of humankind' which eliminates the distinction between
Jew and Gentile: in the act of justification, a new 'humanity' or
'third race' is created (see §3.2.1.[1]). As for Gaston, the term
av*pwiros speaks specifically of '(Gentile) human being' (non-Jewish
humanity) in contrast to Jews. Upon this reading, Gaston insists that
a different salvation based on the faithfulness of Christ on Golgotha
is now available for Gentiles in contrast to the faithfulness of God
Oh Sinai which is still for Jews. 107
But there seems to be little evidence for such reading of
avOlawnos in Paul's letters. It is rightly pointed out by Kiimmel that
the word avepwiros always denotes a contrast between God and man (in
the vertical sense), not man and man (on the horizontal level) •108 This
basic God/man contrast is also quite apparent in Galatians. For
example, Paul defines his apostleship not coming &V 160pWirom nor
avOpurrou but through Jesus Christ and God the Father (1.1); he
105)	
'avapwros', 3.a.7 (69); referring to 2.16; 6.7; Rom 3.28; 1
Cor 4.1; 7.26; 11.28; Matt 16.26; Jas 2.24.
106E.g. Burton, Gal, p.120; Betz, Gal, pp.116, 307 n160; Ridderbos,
Gal, p.99; Schlier, Gal, p.89; Mussner, Gal, p.172 n29; Fung, Gal,
p.113; Longenecker, Gal, p.82; Kasemann, Rom, p.103; 0. Michel, Der
Brief an die Ramer (MeyerK 4; 5th edition; GOttingen: V&R, 1978).
p.156; Wilckens, Rom, 1:247; Leenhardt, Rom, p.111; Black, Rom, p.63;
Cranfield, Rom, 1:221 n4; Morris, Rom, p.187; Dunn, Rom, 1:187; Moo,
Rom, 1:253; G. Howard, 'Romans 3.21-31 and the Inclusion of the
Gentiles', HTR 63 (1970), pp.223-33, here pp.232-33; Lambrecht and
Thompson, justification, p.34.
107 See also §1.4.7. Based on this two salvation theory, Gaston argues
that it is not necessary for Jews to believe in Messiah Jesus. Cf.
Barth, 'Jews and Gentiles', p.247.
108:KUmmel, 'Individualgeschichte', p.161. See also Bultmann, Theology,
1:231; J. Jeremias, 'avepwiros', TDNT 1:364-66, here p.364; A. Sand,
q(!v15pwros,' EDNT 1:100-104, here p.100.
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pleases not 1w0pWnous/avap6noLs but God (1.10); his gospel is not
% W	
n	 a
%	 IKatz avapw ov nor received napa vepwnou, but through the revelation
of Jesus Christ (1.11-12). 109
 None of the contrasts indicates a certain
avapwnos over against other humankind.
Secondly, it is pointed out by M. Black in a classic study, An
Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts, that the indefinite use of
avOpwnos (= 'cis) might be a semitism, possibly influenced by the
Hobrew	 vilA and the Aramaic barnash. 110 Thus, in our view, the
suggestions by Klein and Gaston are in danger of over-interpreting
the word avOpunros and of reading unnecessary theological meaning into
the term at 2.16a.
According to this indefinite sense of avepwnos at 2.16a, the
scope of justification grace is understood as being available for
'anyone' who would believe in Messiah Jesus. It is clear that the
covenantal relationship with God is now modified by TaUTLS XpLaToil
according to their new conviction in Messiah Jesus and is made
possible for 'anyone'. Indeed, some Jews did come to believe in
Christ Jesus (2.16b). Since Kat 4g1cts refers to the same subject 'we'
in 2.15, there is no indication that Jews who believed in Messiah
Jesus ceased to be Jews; nor did they become a third race. 111
Furthermore, one can see that the main emphasis of 2.16a does not lie
with the subject CL/Opwnos, but with the predicate , Lg 47wv vLmou "av
IT	 WTCWS 'IOZ XpLaTot' that qualifiU es the key verb 6LicaLottat.
(rightly, Kiimmel). The crucial question is how 47a v4Lov and ULTTLS
XpLO-Wil are related.
One question that might arise: Does apepwnos refer to 'anyone'
within the Jewish community only (in a narrower sense)? Or does it
109Cf. Betz, Gal, pp.38 n18, 56-57 n125, 116 n32. See also 2.6; 6.1;
6.7. On the meaning of Kat& avOpwnov Akvo in 3.15, see Betz, Gal,
pp.154-56.
110 (3rd edition; Oxford: Clarendon, 1967), pp.106-107. See also E.C.
Maloney, Semitic Interference in Marcan Syntax (SBLDS 51; Chico:
Scholars, 1981), pp.131-35.
111Cf. Beker, 'Faithfulness', pp.329-30: 'although Paul uses the
terminology of anthrOpos (Rom 3.28) and pas/pantes (11.32), he never
loses sight of the fact that Jews and Gentiles are two distinct
peoples who even in Christ cannot be fused into one general category
of homo universalis. ...it is wrong to suppose that the emphasis on
pas or anth ropos blots out the ethnic specificity of two different
peoples, Jews and Gentiles'.
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mean 'anyone' universally regardless of their racial origin (in a
broader sense)? It is possible that some could have limited the
'avtIpwros' only to those within the Jewish community. 112 But as for
Paul himself, the question is probably non-existent by now: the
mission to the uncircumcised/Gentiles is already defended at the
Jerusalem conference and agreement has been reached with the
Jerusalem Church (cf. 2.7-9), though now in the Galatian crisis the
circumcision issue has arisen again. It is also not unlikely that
some would have expanded the scope of ' gvepwnos' to include even the
'Gentile-sinners'. And if this is true, the divine covenant
originally established between God and Israel only is understood to
have broadened out and universalized to include also the Gentiles.
3.3.6. The Meaning of Lv Ai:
As we have just mentioned, the crucial question in the cl.8dtes
otL-clause lies not with the subject avtfpwros, but in the predicate:
how Vp7a v62ou and laTTLS XpurroC are related. The verb OucaLottou is
qualified adverbially 113 by 47wv v6Aou and SLa ULTTCWS 'InToZ
XpLo-ra which are connected by av Ai. The question is: How would the
early Jewish Christians possibly understand the relationship between
47a v6Aou and NITTLS Xptata according to the ELS6Tes
Here one is confronted by two related difficulties: a
grammatical question and an exegetical decision. What is the meaning
of this contracted conjunction cap with the negative prii? Is cow Ai
exceptive in force (close to nAiv) and to be translated as 'but
only'? Or is it an adversative 'but' (equivalent to 41W)? If e6 Ai
is exceptive in force, does it introduce a qualification to the whole
1preceding statement Pau 61.1caLarrom olvepwiros	 cpywv voAou'), 114 or
112Cf. the hesitancy of Peter in the Cornelius incident and strong
reactions from certain of the 'circumcision party' (Acts 10.1-11.18),
and even some Hellenists 'speaking the word to none except Jews'
(11.19).
2	 w113The suggestion that c cpwv voAov should be joined to the subject
C6,0pwuos adjectivally is rightly rejected by Schlier, Gal, p.89 n5.
114 So Dunn (§1.2.3). This interpretation is also suggested by L.
Cerfaux, The Christian in the Theology of St. Paul (ET; London:
Geotfrey Chapman, 1967), p.379 n2; cf. Reumann, Righteousness, p.55.
Dunn, in his response to the criticism of Bruce, reaffirms the basic
argument by drawing attention to (a) the force of Zap Ai as properly
exceptive and not adversative; (b) there is some degree of ambiguity
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only to its principal part ( l o?.) aucaLarrat crivepwros') 7115
On the first question, most grammarians agree that cl/ap 1.4 is
properly exceptive and not just adversative, 116 though it is not
certain whether this usage is due to the semitic influence (Hebrew
)6,2) or it is just a Greek usage. 117 Certain cases in the NT might have
an adversative sense (e.g. Matt 12.4; Luke 4.26-27 and Rev 21.27), 118
but the exceptive use of c All is clearly found in Mark 4.22, 6.4-5
and 2 Cor 13.5. Commenting on 1.7, Lightfoot maintains that 'a
seems always to retain at least in this stage of the language, its
proper exceptive sense, and is not simply oppositive, though it
119
frequently approaches nearly to &ace.	 Similarly, it is partly
because of this ambiguous meaning of Ct. pn at 1.19 that the
120controversial question of James's apostolic status is asked.	 Thus in
our opinion, one should not rule out the exceptive use at all in
2.16a. 121
as to the force of exception as with the c pi) of 1.19 ('New
Perspective', JPL, pp.212, 214).
115
E.g. Lightfoot, Gal, p.115; Burton, Gal, p.121; Meyer, Gal, p.114
(against Holsten); Lagrange, Gal, p.47; Schlier, Gal, p.92 n6;
Kieffer, Foi, p.51 n67 (criticising Cerfaux); Bruce, Gal, p.101;
Becker, Gal, p.29; Fung, Gal, pp.115-16 n23; Longenecker, Gal, p.84:
Ziesler, Gal, p.24.
116So BDF §§376, 448(8); BAGD,	 3.b.(211);	 IV.8.a(220); H.
Balz, EDNT 1:367. Cf. E.D.W. Burton, Syntax of the Moods and
Tenses in New Testament Greek (3rd edition; Edinburgh: T & T Clark,
1898), §§274, 471; R. Kiihner, Ausfahrliche Grammatik der griechischen
Eprache (2 vols; 3rd edition, edited by B. Gerth; Hannover and
Leipzig: Hahnsche, 1898-1904), §577.8; H.W. Smyth, Greek Grammar
(Revised by G.M. Messing; Cambridge, MA: Harvard UP, 1956), §§2346,
27 77 , 2966.
117 n Semitic influence, see Black, Aramaic Approach, pp.113-14; MHT
3:330; Zerwick, Biblical Greek, §469. On the possibility of Greek
usage, see Maloney, Semitic Interference, pp.92-99.
118See MHT 2:468; MHT 4:92, 150; Black, Aramaic Approach, pp.114. Cf.
Raisdnen, 'Galatians', p.547 (citing also 1.7); Gaston, Paul, p.66.
Certainly 2.16 is also included by some as one of the clear examples
for the adversative use.
9Lightfoot, Gal, p.76. Note also his comments on 1 Cor 7.17 in Notes
on Epistles of St. Paul (edited by J.R. Harmer; London: Macmillan,
189 5 ), p.227. See also Burton, Gal, pp.22-24, 60, 121.
120See the summary in Mussner, Gal, pp.95-96, Fung, Gal, pp.77-78.
121So Burton, Gal, p.121; Bruce, Gal, p.101; Fung, Gal, p.115;
Longenecker, Gal, p.84; contra Ridderbos, Gal, p.99 n17. Cf. Zerwick,
Biblical Greek, §470: 4AAA [but only] was to be expected rather than
3.3. The Faith of Jewish Christians (2.16a)	 150
The second question is: If av IA is exceptive in force, what
does it modify at 2.16a? Grammatically speaking, it is ambiguous. So,
for example, even when Burton disagrees that ay IA may qualify the
whole preceding statement because theologically it is un-Pauline and
it is contradictory to what is expressed at 2.16c, he has however
agreed that k6 g.LT 'may introduce an exception to the preceding
statement taken as a whole or to the principal part of it' 122 It does
occur to us that the reason why av IA could not qualify the whole
preceding statement is based on theological grounds: the reading
proposed by Dunn and Cerfaux is quite un-Pauline. 123 But is this a
sufficient argument?
In our opinion this theological objection is not very valid. To
begin with, there is no compulsion that 2.16a must be wholly Pauline
in thought. The objection has probably neglected the significance of
the dal/TES $3T1.. formula introducing the clause at 2.16a, which
indicates that the theological content of the (ar.-clause should be
read as reflecting a common understanding of faith shared by early
Jewish Christians (§3.3.1). One should therefore avoid interpreting
2.16a as equivalent to the truly Pauline idea as in 2.16c. From this
perspective, one cannot reject the proposed reading by Dunn and
Cerfaux just because it is un-Pauline.
On the other hand, if 2.16a is rightly understood as reflecting
the early Jewish Christian understanding of faith, one would be
confronted by the ambiguity of cow An and all its possible diverse
interpretations. This might indicate the complexity of the problem
and also the cause of conflict at Antioch in the first place (cf.
2.11-14). It is possible that Paul and some other Jewish Christians
might have understood the 'common' tradition quite differently. For
some Jewish Christians, at least, the exceptive av IA would (if not
should) qualify the whole preceding statement; their new conviction
El Ali in.. .Gal 2.16'.
122.
Burton, Gal, p.121.
123
E.g. Kieffer, Foi, p.51; Fung, Gal, p.115; Longenecker, Gal, p.84;
MHT 4:91-92. Duncan, Gal, p.65: 'Such may indeed have been the view
of some Jewish-Christians...but it was certainly not Paul's view'.
This is also the main argument by D.R. Goodwin, 'av IA, Gal. ii.16',
JBL r (1886), pp.122-127, esp. p.126 against the Revised Version in
the last century.
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NITTLS Xpcata was only complementary to their covenantal !pia vOgou.
One must ask, from the perspective of Jewish Christians, 'Why should
a Jewish belief in a Jewish Messiah make any difference to these
long-established Jewish distinctives? ,124 But for Paul himself, WLITTLS
XpLata and cpm vogou stand in antithetical position (2.16c).
According to Paul, NLVTLS Xpurra is the only one and necessary
covenant marker, even for Jewish Christians. And so from Paul's
perspective, he would certainly like to read the exceptive NW gh
qualifying the verb only.
This reading of Nev tril in the exceptive sense and qualifying the
whole preceding statement becomes even more probable when we take
into consideration the social setting of early Jewish Christianity
and the wider spectrum of Judaism/s in the First Century. It is now
widely recognised by scholars that Judaism of the Second Temple
period is marked by sectarianism. 125 According to Cohen, a sect is 'a
small, organised group that separates itself from a larger religious
body and asserts that it alone embodies the ideals of the larger
group because it alone understands God's will'. 126 From the sectarian
perspective, one can draw further 'boundaries within a boundary' to
assert one's distinctive identity. 127
Many scholars too recognise early Jewish Christianity as a form
of Jewish Messianism (cf. Acts 24.5, 14; 28.22): L26 Thus comments M.D.
124]
Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, p.196. Cf. C.F.D. Moule, The Birth of
the New Testament (3rd edition; BNTC; London: AC Black, 1981), p.57:
'For Judaism, granted the divine election belonging initially to all
who were within the Sinai Covenant, what mattered was to keep within
the Covenant by faithfulness to the Law; and comparably, the extreme
Judaistic wing of Christianity may, for its duration, not have been
far from such a position'.
125
See Cohen, Maccabees, pp.124-173 for a good overview. Cf. M. Smith,
'Palestinian Judaism in the First Century', in Israel (edited by M.
Davis; NY: Harper & Brothers, 1956), pp.67-81; Neusner, Judaism
[1984], pp.25-28; L.H. Schiffman, 'Jewish Sectarianism in Second
Temple Times', in Great Schisms in Jewish History (edited by R. Jospe
and S. Wagner; NY: Center for Judaic Studies and Ktav, 1981),
pp.1-46; Rowland, Christian Origins, pp.65-75.
126
Cohen, Maccabees, p.125.
127 1 owe the phrase to my fellow postgraduate Ellen Christensen.
120
So Cohen, Maccabees, pp.165-167. Cf. Davies, Paul, p.xxxiv (against
Sanders); W.A. Meeks, The Moral World of the First Christians (LEC 6;
Philadelphia: Westminster, 1986), pp.98-108; Scroggs, 'Earliest
Christian Communities'; Rowland, Christian Origins, pp.75-80; L.M.
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Hooker: 'the majority of the first generation of Christians regarded
themselves as faithful Jews, and saw their faith in Jesus as the
fulfilment of Judaism. Christianity began as a messianic sect within
Judaism' •129 In general, earliest Christianity has not yet emerged as a
totally distinctive religion or a different body separated from the
wider Judaism in the first century.
From this sectarian perspective, Christian Jews, those who were
convinced that Jesus is the promised Messiah, would certainly regard
faith in the Messiah as a necesary expression of Judaism. 'Faith in
Christ was not to be an act of pietism for an elite, but was to be
the new norm for Judaism'. 130 And those Jews who did not accept the
Messiah Jesus would be regarded as 'sinners' 131 From the perspective
of Jewish Christians, the covenant boundary would be redefined to
include also the Messianic faith in Jesus, and probably as a most
important marker. If we use the idea of 'boundaries within a
boundary', one can see there are two sequences of boundaries: the
Messianic faith in Jesus forms an inner boundary within the basic
Jewish boundary. Seen from the sectarian perspective, it is not
necessary for Jews to cross the boundary and cease to be Jews when
they accept the Messiah Jesus. After all, Jewish Christians were not
converted to a pagan god or to any non-Jewish religion. Socially and
ethnically speaking, Christian Jews remained Jews!
If we read 2.16a from this religious and social dimension,
TaTTLS XpLo-roil would possibly function as an 'inner' sectarian
covenant boundary marker for Jewish Christianity. And since Jewish
Christians would not perceive themselves as crossing the original
Jewish covenant boundary in their new commitment to Messiah Jesus, it
becomes very unlikely that they would cease observing the 47m 7.42pou,
1%
the traditional Jewish covenant markers. Thus in our opinion, cav mn
in the exceptive sense qualifying the whole preceding statement is
White, 'Shifting Sectarian Boundaries in Early Christianity', BJRL
70/3 (1988), Pp.7-24, here pp.9-15.
1291
A.D. Hooker, Continuity and Discontinuity (London: Epworth, 1986),
p.9. Cf. E.E. Ellis, Pauline Theology (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989),
p.133.
130
Cohen, Maccabees, pp.167-68. This dimension is rightly observed by
Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, pp.195-96.
131
5ee Cohen, Maccabees, p.168.
3.3. The Faith of Tewish Christians (2.16a)	 153
more probable. In sum, we think Dunn's conclusion is quite justified:
'The Jewish Christians evidently believed (as the Antioch incident
demonstrated) that "works of law" continued to be the appropriate if
not essential expression of that faith in Jesus Christ, for Jewish
Christians at least. But Paul (now) found it necessary to clarify the
ambiguity into outright antithesis' • 132
According to this reading of Ncv 14, 2.16a and 2.16c are not
repetitious nor tautologous. They reflect different perceptions of
how 47a vbmou and ido-cLs XpLaToi) are related. Though Paul's
reinterpretation and clarification is radical, it is not a totally
new invention. Paul can still claim that his interpretation is firmly
based upon the 'common' Jewish Christian tradition of 2.16a. The
crisis at Antioch must have forced Paul to clarify the ambiguity into
outright alternatives, from a possible 'both-and' (7riatt.s XpLo-rot and
W	 al
cpym vopou) to a straight 'either-or' (RITTLs Xiotatot and not cpya
vopou).
3.3.7. Summary: Towards a Social Understanding of 2.16a:
In the above lengthy discussion, we have tried to wrestle with
the ciairres ri.-clause as expressing the common understanding of
faith shared by early Jewish Christians. We are quite convinced that
81.KMLO3W remains a Jewish covenantal term, and the unique phrase gina
vOpou is employed by Paul as a catch-phrase referring particularly to
the traditional Jewish covenantal identity-confirming and boundary-
defining markers, such as circumcision, food laws and Sabbath
observance. Furthermore we have also argued that it is very unlikely
that Jewish Christians would have forsaken the 'covenant markers' in
their commitment to the Jewish Messiah Jesus. And if our reading of
2.15 and 2.16a is basically correct, Jewish Christians would
certainly have understood their covenantal relation with God as now
being modified by a new factor: faith in Jesus as Messiah. The
original covenantal framework according to 2.15 is not discarded, but
is only qualified by ULVTLS Xporca.133
132
Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, p.212; cf. Gal(ms), pp.6-7.
133
Cf. Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, p.208: 'Justification by faith in
Christ is.. .the Jewish-Christian refinement of Jewish election
theology'.
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CHRISTIAN
JEWS
JEWS
(the Insider)
At this juncture, we would like to suggest a possible solution
to the disputed particle Se, and so the ambiguous relationship
between 2.15 and 2.16a. 134 We would like to suggest that the general
picture of sectarianism in first century Judaism and the idea of
'boundaries within a boundary' might be of help. One can see 2.15 and
2.16a as a sequence of boundaries: the first and basic boundary is
the traditional covenant boundary between Jews and Gentiles; the
second boundary is an inner and smaller one, the Christological
boundary between Christian Jews and non-Christian Jews. It could be
illustrated roughly as below:
GENTILE-SINNERS
(the Outsider)
From this perspective, the particle 45 probably indicates some
degree of contrast, but not an outright contrast (probably translated
as 'and yet'). 135 For Jewish Christians, the act of believing in
Messiah Jesus is not a stepping out of God's covenant or breaking
away from Judaism. From their own perception, [Jewish] Christianity
is not a new form of religion standing over against Judaism at large.
Therefore, it is not justified to talk of a 'break' with Judaism at
this juncture. 136
134
Besides the problem of textual evidence, the meaning of ak is not so
straightforward too. It is defined by BAGD, , sk , , ( 171) as 'one of
the most commonly used Greek particles, used to connect one clause
with another when it is felt that there is some contrast between
them, though the contrast is often scarcely discernible. Most common
translations: but, when a contrast is clearly implied; and, when a
simple connective is desired, without contrast; , frequently it cannot
be translated at all'. See also K.-H. Pridik, '6e, EDNT 1:278-79.
1351
Ne think our reading is more likely than that of either Kiimmel or
Longenecker who treat $5 as a simple connective, or that of Klein and
HUbner, 'Was heiBt', pp.126-30 who assume only the adversative force.
Furthermore, Klein's argument that 2.16 is a separate sentence is
guilty of reading ak as equivalent to aXAm.
136
Contra Raisanen, 'Galatians', pp.548-50; Sanders, PUP, pp.68, 172,
56-57 n63. See also Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, pp.208-209.
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LXX: Ott.
s	 ;	 t
OV OLATAMOnTETML CVMELOV TOV RaS
naTa ov'tpE
)	 I	 )
moncov avrov
3.4. TEE MEANING AND PURPOSE OF PAUL'S ALLUSION (2.16d)
3.4.1. Is Paul Alluding to Ps 143.2 (LXX 142.2)?
It is customary for Paul to introduce a Torah quotation with an
introductory formula using verbs such as 74pairrom as in 3.10, 3.13,
4.27 or AkTEL in 3.16, 4.30. 1 And it is also fairly obvious that Paul
has a series of Scriptural quotations interlocking with his
argumentation in 3.6-29. 2 But is 2.16d another quotation from or
allusion to Scripture by Paul? 3
A comparision of Paul's wording in 2.16d and Rom 3.20a with LXX
Ps 142.2 shows the similarities and differences:
Gal: Ott.	 tioTwv v011ov 073 SUCCUAW4TCTML
Rom: "Ct.	 gprop v6mou a 6LICMLW14TeTa1. lava T4E
MT : '11	 S'? ?"W
Since the LXX is equivalent to the meaning in MT, the Hebrew
See E.E. Ellis, Paul's Use of the Old Testament (London: Oliver &
Boyd, 1957), pp.22-25; The Old Testament in Early Christianity (WUNT
54; TUbingen: JCB Mohr, 1991), pp.79-91. Cf. B.M. Metzger, 'The
Formulas Introducing Quotations of Scripture in the NT and the
Mishnah', JBL 70 (1951), pp.297-307; J.A. Fitzmyer, 'The Use of
Explicit Old Testament Quotations in the Qumran Literature and in the
New Testament', NTS 7 (1960-61), pp.297 -333. On Arc. KupLos, see
Ellis, Prophecy, pp.182-87.
2For example, 3.6 (Gen 15.6; cf. Gen 12.3; 18.18); 3.8 (Gen 12.3
and/or Gen 18.18); 3.10 (Deut 27.26); 3.11 (Hab 2.4); 3.12 (Lev
18.5); 3.13 (Deut 21.23); 3.16 (Gen 22.18; cf. Gen 12.7; 13.15;
17.7). See Ellis, Paul's Use, p.152; P. Borgen, Bread from Heaven
(NovTSup 10; Leiden: EJ Brill, 1965), pp.48-51. On 3.8, Sanders,
PUP, p.21 n24 argues that Paul quotes only Gen 18.18 (against B.
Lindars, New Testament Apologetics [London: SCM, 1961], p.225).
Many do think it is a quotation: e.g. Bruce, Gal, p.140; Schlier,
Gal, p.94; Becker, Gal, p.30; Borse, Gal, p.114; Fitzmyer, 'Gal',
47:19; Barrett, Freedom, p.19; Dunn, Gal(ms), p.9; Matera, Gal, p.94;
cf. Michel, Rom, p.144 n7; Ziesler, Rom, p.104; Wilckens, Rom, 1:173;
N. Walter, 'Gottes Erbarmen mit "allem Fleisch" (Riim 3,20/Gal 2,16) -
emn "femininer" Zug im paulinischen Gottesbild?" BZ 35 (1991),
pp.99-102, here p.99 kalso n2). But Mussner, Gal, p.174, Moo, Rom,
1:209 and D.A. Koch, Die Schrift als Zeuge des Evangeliums (BHT 69;
Tubingen: JCB Mohr, 1986), p.18 seem to be more sceptical because of
the differences.
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text is not the main problem here. According to 2.16d there are three
differences with - LXX: (1) LA:nuov TOU is omitted; (2) 47wv vcipou
is added; and (3) TEL c'sJv is changed to nava (pig. However, in Rom
3.20a, LASiuov mou is not totally omitted, but is changed from second
person singular to third person singular 66Tuov wirrot.
On the other hand, there are clear signs of similarity. The
closeness of 2.16d, and especially Rom 3.20a, to the LXX 142.2 does
indicate Paul's possible intentional allusion to the text, though it
may not be convincing enough to be called a Scriptural citation. 4
 The
omission of LWmcov TOU in 2.16d is not very decisive, since it may
have been regarded as redundant because the future tense
64,KOLLW11iTCTML probably already refers to the eschatological
judgement. 5 On the other hand, when it is retained by Paul as LALULOV
MUTOU in Rom3.20a, it makes little difference to Paul's overall
argumentation. 6 And it is probably right not to read too much into
)	 I
the omission of evw7uov mou in 2.16d. 7
It does appear that 'The statement itself contains both a
quotation from Scripture and Paul's interpretation which is made part
of the quotation, so that the whole forms a statement of theological
doctrine'	 Because
	 of this	 interplay	 of	 quotation	 and
4
So Ellis, Paul's Use, p.154; Lindars, NT Apologetics, p.224; Dunn,
'New Perspective', JPL, p.198 n37; Rom, 1:153; Kieffer, Foi, p.52;
Fung, Gal, p.117. A convenient list of quotations and allusions in
the Pauline epistles is found in Ellis, Paul's Use, pp.150-85.
5So Betz, Gal, p.119; Schweizer, TDNT 7:129; Fung, Gal, p.118;
Hansen, Abraham, p.240 n33. Though aucacw04metom may be a logical or
gnomic future (so Bultmann, Theology, 1:274; Lambrecht and Thompson,
Justification, pp.40-41), it does not necessarily deny the futuristic
eschatological aspect (Dunn, Rom, 1:97, 153; cf. Ziesler, Gal, p.27).
6
According to Hays, Echoes, p.51 Paul 'has transmuted the psalmist's
direct address to God ("No living being will be justified before
you") into a declarative generalization by changing the personal
pronoun from second to third person singular'.
7So Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, p.205 n38. Contra Fitzmyer, 'Gal',
47:19 ('Paul omits "before you", diminishing the psalmist's forensic
nuance"); Schlier, Gal, p.95 ('was die Gerichtssituation undeutlicher
macht').
8
Betz, Gal, p.118. Cf. Dahl, Studies, p.124: 'For Paul, the Holy
Scriptures are the words of God, of a God who through them speaks
directly to the present. Conversely, present experience and events of
the recent past belong within the Scriptural sphere. For Paul, there
is an ongoing interplay between interpretation of Scripture and
Christian existence in the present. Scripture helps to interpret
3.4. The Meaning and Purpose of Paul's Allusion (2.16d) 	 157
interpretation, the two remaining variations do demand explanation.
In the following we shall engage with the questions: Why does Paul
change nas Cav to Tama mak? and why is 47cov vbilou added to the
scriptural allusion?
3.4.2. Why Paul changes nas Caw to ?ram (74E?
Many think the changes make little difference in meaning: the
naTa T4E in 2.16d is interpreted as a Hebraism (= )) meaning
'all humankind', which is equivalent to the indefinite gvepconos in
9
2.16a (cf. 1 Cor 1.29). This neutral sense of -1kci., which is quite
often translated by mlek in LXX, frequently denotes humanity in its
frailty, weakness and mortality in contrast to the power of God (cf.
e.g. Gen 6.3; Pss 56.4; 78.39; Job 10.4; 2 Chr 32.8; Isa 31.3;
40.6-8; Jer 17.5). 10 According to this usage mak is not used in the
negative sense or to be identified as the seat or sphere of sin. 11
But, if nama T4E and Tras 611, are basically similar in meaning,
why should Paul alter the word at all? Could there be some reason
behind the changes which is closely related to his argumentation in
Galatians? It is therefore quite reasonable that some scholars argue
events and experiences, and events and experiences help to
reinterpret Scripture'.
9
E.g. Lightfoot, Gal, p.116; Burton, Gal, p.124; Bultmann, Theology,
1:233; Betz, Gal, p.118 n52; Bruce, Gal, p.140; Becker, Gal, p.30;
Cranfield, Rom, 1:198; Mussner, Gal, p.172 (n26 against Jewett);
Wilckens, Rom, p.173 n472; Barclay, Obeying, p.204; Rohde, Gal,
p.112; BAGD, 'TAg', 3 (743); Sand, EWNT 3:551. According to Segal,
at
TapE and avtipwnos are indeed synonymous, but he goes on to argue that
'Paul characteristically uses flesh to refer to all humanity without
faith. Those who are converted through summorphosis have a spiritual
body and are in Christ, as Enoch is in the son of man' (Paul, p.132).
For Segal, this mystical transformation or summorphosis in the
ontological sense is related to the act of Christian baptism
(pp.133-38; on summorphosis, see pp.22-25, 63-64, 69-71, 141-42). We
shall leave the discussion on mystical summorphosis till we come to
2.20ab, see §6.4. below.
10
See BDB, 5 (142); cf. Gal 4.13-14; 1 Cor 15.50; 2 Cor 10.4;
Rom 8.3. There are only isolated examples of the association between
sin and flesh in later Judaism outside of Qumran (Sir 17.31; 23.17;
Test Jud 19.4; Test Zeb 9.7; 1 Enoch 1.98; 81.5). See Barclay,
Obeying, p.187-92, esp. n36.
11.
The negative sense is frequently expressed by Paul in antithesis to
A
nvetwa (e.g. 3.3; 5.16-17, 19; Rom 2.28; 8.6, 9; Phil 3.3-4) or in
the form of the Kat& mapKa/Kat& nvetpa antithesis (cf. 4.29; Rom
8.4-5). See Dunn, Rom, 1:13.
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for a more specific sense in the word cdpg here. For example, Jewett
argues that the change is deliberate and polemical in purpose: 'Paul
substituted o4pE for (2,1, because he wished to counter the Judaizers'
claim that circumcised flesh was acceptable as righteous by God'. 12
Quite independently, Dunn arrives at a similar conclusion: 'In
speaking of "all flesh" Paul has in view primarily and precisely
those who think their acceptability to God and standing before God
does depend on their physical descent from Abraham, their national
identity as Jews' • 13
But Thielman, in reaction to Dunn and Jewett, insists that ccipg
is used in the ethical sense, with echoes of human sinfulness as in
Psalm 143: 14
crag has a decidedly ethical meaning in 5.17-26 where 'fruits of
the spirit' are contrasted with 'works of the flesh'...the most
reasonable conclusion would be that it carries this ethical
nuance in 2.16, 3.1-5 and 4.21-31, and that in 2.16 Paul takes
pains to change the wording of the Septuagint in order to say
that humanity, because of its weakness and susceptibility to
sin, cannot keep the law.
On the other hand, Barrett argues for a more existential sense:
'When he [Paul] thinks of the unjustifiability of man before God he
naturally speaks of man as flesh'; 'Here "flesh" signifies myself in
my attempt to justify myself' 15 For Walter, aura capg is introduced
by Paul in order to allude to the Genesis Flood-tradition, the
hopelessness of humankind and the mercy of God (cf. Gen 6.12). 16
 And
Gaston suggests that that 'Paul does not use the LXX's pas zOn is
probably because he uses za; in a theological sense in 2.19-20'.17
It occasions little surprise that there is no consensus on the
12Jewett, Paul's Anthropological Terms, p.98; cf. pp.112-14.
13
Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, p.199; cf. Rom, 1:155; Gal(ms), p.9.
14
Thielman, Plight, p.63; cf. Meyer, Gal, p.115. For Thielman, the
crjcpg in 4.23, 29 'still carries the ethical connotation of "humanity
viewed from its inclination to sin" (p.64); Psalm 143 has the idea
of 'from plight to solution' (pp.64-65).
Quotes from Barrett, Freedom, p.19 and Rom, p.67 respectively.
'Flesh' is defined as 'man's innate tendency to egocentricity'
(Freedom, p.77; see also his treatment on 'flesh' pp.71-77). Cf.
Bultmann, Theology, 1:232-46.
16
Walter, 'Gottes Erbarmen', pp.100-102.
17
Gaston, Paul, p.60.
15
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meaning of T&pg at 2.16d, especially in light of the long dispute on
the meaning of cr&pg and the TOcg-nvaga dualism in the last century
of Pauline scholarship. 18
 In the following we would like to suggest
another possible solution for the change to nava cr&pg in 2.16d.
It is now quite commonly recognized by scholars that Paul uses
the term Tag with a range of meaning, extending from a more or less
neutral usage to a much more negative usage. 19
 And one would possibly
encounter such a phenomenon also in the seventeen occurrences in
Galatians. Here we shall briefly look at the other sixteen
occurrences.
The phrase Tag Kal aLga in 1.16 is a typical Jewish usage which
denotes humanity or humankind: Paul did not consult any 'human being'
after his Damascus experience. 20 Since Paul can refer to the present
living of Christians as both tv Tapci and L, NtaTCL in 2.20b
seemingly without any contradiction, the term 0.44 could simply mean
'body' and is not used in any negative manner. 21
 In 3.3 Paul sets
before the Galatians the ironic question: 'Having started with the
Spirit, are you now ending with the flesh (Tapia)?' The way Paul
phrases the questions in 3.2-5 clearly associates c4pg with gp7a
v4tov on the negative side, but nvaga, &Kai laTtews and avvc'egeLs on
the positive side. 22 The weakness of the flesh Cris TaptcOs) in 4.13-14
18
In addition to those cited in §3.1. above, the discovery of the DSS
has further prompted some scholars to attempt comparisons with
Pauline theology, particularly on the connection of flesh and sin.
Jewett, Paul's Anthropological Terms, pp.49-95 has a very good
history of research; cf. Sand, 'Fleisch', pp.3-121; Kuss, Rom,
pp.521-29. An excellent overview of issues is now found in Barclay,
Obeying, pp.178-215.19See esp. the persuasive argument by J.D.G. Dunn, 'Jesus - Flesh and
Spirit: An Exposition of Romans 1.3-4', JTS 24 (1,973), pp.40-68, esp.
pp.43-49. Cf. A.C. Thiselton, 'The Meaning of Eag in 1 Corinthians
5.5', SJT 26 (1973), pp.204-28.2033AGD,	 3 (743); Schweizer, TDNT 7:128; Betz, Gal, p.72; cf.
Matt 16.17; 1 Cor 15.50; Eph 6.12; Heb 2.14.21
BAGD, '04E', 5 (744); cf. Phil 1.22, 24; Phlm 16; in contrast to
Phil 3.3-4. In 2 Cor 10.2-3 Paul seems to draw a distinction between
living L, Tapta (acceptable) and Kat& =pica (unacceptable); but in
Rom 8.4-9 both phrases seem to be identical and equally negative (cf.
Cranfield, Rom, 1:387; Barclay, Obeying, p.181). See further §6.4.3.
below .•22
Cf. Schlier, Gal, p.123; Barclay, Obeying, p.86 n26; Dunn, 'Works',
JPL, p.225. Some even restrict the reference of 0.44 here to
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certainly refers to the physical sense, a real illness of Paul. 23 But
in the course of theallegory in 4.21-31, Paul contrasts the births
of Abraham's two sons: Ishmael as Kat& oTipKa (4.23, 29) and Isaac
KT& nyaga (4.29; at.' irocricALas 4.23). In the application to the
Galatian context, Isaac 016 Kat& nyaga) stands for those who enjoy
•	 Ifreedom in Christ, and Ishmael (o KaTa Tapicm TcvvIlect. ․) probably
represents only the Jewish Christian opponents, 24 those who insist on
racial or ethnic or national identity (cf. 4.28-31). 25 In the ethical
section of 5.13-6.10, Paul discusses the relation of believers to
olicg and Twat= Galatians are warned of the dangers of the flesh
(5.13, 16), the works of the flesh (5.19-21), and not to sow to the
flesh (6.8), for they have already crucified the flesh (5.24). The
desires of the flesh are in conflict with the desires of the Spirit
(5.17); but if one is led by the Spirit, one would bear the fruit of
the Spirit (5.18, 22-23). 26 At 6.12-13 Paul explicitly makes a
connection between TOcg and circumcision (the fundamental Jewish
identity marker): he accuses the opponents of wanting a good showing
1
cv capo. by obliging the Galatians to undergo circumcision in order
that they may glory cv r Lmetkpa Tamo- 27
circumcision (Burton, Gal, p.148; Duncan, , Gal, p.81; Betz, Gal,
pp.133-34; Fitzmyer, 'Gal', 47:21). Though Tag is set against ?wawa
here, it does not necessarily carry a negative ethical sense (e.g.
Longenecker, Gal, p.103; BAGD, 'o'p', 7 [744]).
23]
BAGD, 'Ape, 2 (743). Cf. Betz, Gal, p.224; Bruce, Gal, p.208;
Fitzmyer, 'Gal', 47:27; Longenecker, Gal, p.190.
24
Longenecker, Gal, p.217. In our opinion, Hansen, Abraham, pp.142-54
has quite convincingly argued against the general view that the
expulsion at 4.30 refers to all Jews or Judaism in general (e.g.
Burton, Gal, pp.267-68; Betz, Gal, p.251; Barclay, Obeying, pp.179,
207)
25
Cf. Dunn, 'Theology', JPL, pp.249-50. One can hardly agree with
Thielman, Plight, p.64 that Tdcg is used in the ethical sense. Tecg
is defined as 'earthly descent' by BAGD 4 (743).
26]
BAGD, 'Tag', 7 (744); cf. 1 Pet 2.11; 2 Pet 2.10, 18; 1 John 2.16;
Jude 23. On 5.13-6.10 as a whole, see esp. the valuable study by
Barclay, Obeying, pp.106-177, 202-215 and pp.9-23 on the history of
research; cf. D.K. Fletcher, The Singular Argument of Paul's Letter
to the Galatians (PhD dissertation; Princeton, 1982).
27
Dunn, 'Theology', JPL, p.250; Barclay, Obeying, p.179;	 ApC = the
flesh that is circumcised' (BAGD, 1 [743]). The connection
between circumcision and flesh (cf. Col 2.11, 13; Eph 2.11) is quite
clearly related in Gen 17: the covenant God made with Abraham is
described as 'the everlasting covenant in your flesh' (17.13); in LXX
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From this unavoidably brief look at the word Tteg in Galatians
(not including 2.16d yet), it is quite obvious that Paul uses the
term with various meanings. 28 Barclay thus argues that Paul may well
have exploited the semantic ambiguity of the word Tag in •the
argumentation: 29
A term with such a wide semantic field is potentially ambiguous.
In normal circumstances the context would indicate which sense
is implied, but for a skilful writer like Paul such a term
provides opportunities to link disparate entities by
word-association and develop his polemic on this basis.. .This
term [Tag] was ambiguous enough to include reference to
libertine behaviour, social disunity and law-observance...Thus
i'aul's skilful choice of vocabulary enables him to exploit the
semantic ambiguity of Tetg within the nvaga-TIcg dualism.
If this observation is basically correct, the word Tag no doubt
plays an important role especially in the latter part of Galatians.
It is not a matter of surprise, then, that Paul should change the
phrase from nas cav to niiTa Tc44 at 2.16d in order to highlight the
term (14g and to prepare the way for his subsequent argumentation.
This procedure had at least two advantages. While the word is changed
from Ov to allg, one cannot accuse Paul of changing the text or
meaning: one could still understand the word Tag primarily as 'all
humankind' (= Hebraism). At the same time, the word Tag is flexible
enough for hearers or readers to associate it with other meanings
(circumcision? national or ethnic pride? self-indulgence? etc)
depending on their cultural and religious background. 30 With this
semantic ambiguity of the word TcCg, Paul is able to adapt the
the word nicla here is always translated by crCepE (17.11, 13-14, 24-25;
cf. Lev 12.3; Ezek 44.7, 9). The LXX also adds references to Tag in
the context of circumcision in Gen 34.24; Jer 9.25. See also Sir
44.20; Jdt 14.10; Jub 15.13-33; 4 Ezra 1.31 (Barclay, Obeying, p.180
n4).
28
Cf. Barclay, Obeying: 'The simple term Tag could be used quite
naturally in relation to such diverse entities as "self-indulgences",
"the tissue cut in circumcision" and "humanity" (p.204); 'Paul uses
TO:g as an "umbrella-term" under which he can gather such disparate
entities as libertine behaviour, circumcision, a range of social
vices and life under the law' (p.209).
29
Barclay, Obeying, pp.203-212, here pp.204, 211-12.
300n the other hand, the allusion to the Flood-tradition as suggested
by Walter, 'Gottes Erbarmen', p.102 seems to be less obvious, at
least in Galatians.
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Scriptural allusion to the present situation and still remain loyal
to the text at the same time. 31
3.4.3. Why Paul adds kg 47wv inigou?
By alluding to Ps 143.2, Paul is able to appeal to the authority
of Torah to substantiate his argument and conviction in 2.16. 32 It is
argued quite sufficiently by Ellis that Paul generally quotes from
the LXX, but with a freedom that allows him to modify the text-forms
and to adapt them to an eschatological, Christological perspective. 33
Some of these variations could be explained by the hermeneutical
method Midrash Pesher employed: 'As an interpretive activity the
midrashic procedure (1) is oriented to Scripture, (2) adapting it to
the present (3) for the purpose of instructing or edifying the
current reader or hearer'. 34
In selecting a particular version or in creating an ad hoc
rendering Paul views his citation as thereby more accurately
expressing the true meaning of the Scripture. For Paul, as for
the rabbis, the 'letter' was sacred; but unlike the rabbis, Paul
valued the 'letter' not for itself alone but for the meaning
which it conveyed...Pauline exegesis might be termed
'grammatical-historical plus'. The apostle does not ignore the
historical significance of the text; neither does he play fast
and loose with the grammar if care is taken to understand the
precise purpose and meaning of his citation. The grammar and the
historical meaning are assumed; and Pauline exegesis, in its
essential character,	 begins where grammatical-historical35
exegesis ends.
31,
According to our suggestion, the polemical sense of mape is not
excluded at all. One advantage of the polemical interpretation by
Jewett and Dunn is in relating closely and concretely to the
historical situation in Galatians.
32
Burton, Gal, p.123; Michel, Rom, p.144; Wilckens, Rom, 1:174; cf.
Ellis, Paul's Use, p.25.
33:
Ellis, Paul's Use, pp.83-84, 115-39. According to Ellis, there are
four theological presuppositions underlying the use of the OT in the
NT: (1) eschatology; (2) typology; (3) a corporate understanding of
man and of Messiah; and (4) a conception of Scripture as a hidden
Word of God and an idea of charismatic exegesis (cf. OT in Early
Christianity, pp.101-121). See also D.M. Smith, 'The Pauline
Literature', in It Is Written: Scripture Citing Scripture. FS B.
Lindars (edited by D.A. Carson and H.G.M. Williamson; Cambridge: CUP,
1988), pp.265-91.
3 4Ellis, OT in Early Christianity, p.92, see pp.91-101.
3 5Ellis, Paul's Use, pp.146-47. See also pp.150-52 on how certain
text-forms are different from the OT in Paul's quotations.
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In line with such practice, it is not a surprise that Paul would
)
add eE colov vogou to the Scriptural allusion in order to adapt and
to apply the text to the present context at 2.16d (and Rom 3.20a). In
fact 2.16d is just stating the negative side (how justification does
not happen) 36 of what Paul had just said on the positive side in 2.16c
(how justification does happen)." If initial justification is
possible only through believing response to the faith of Christ, and
not by works of law, the same principle should also apply to the
outworking of justification and final justification consistently. 38 In
this manner, gp7cov v6pou is added, and Ps 143.2 is applied to the
present context. If the psalmist is powerless and hopeless, crying
out to God for help and fully dependent on God's covenant
faithfulness in the original context of Psalm 143, now Paul would say
not even Jewish status or praxis or covenant markers would make any
difference either. 39
In sum: By alluding to Ps 143.2, Paul is able to appeal to the
authority of Torah to support his assertion already stated in 2.16c.
If justification is bC R ILCTEWS Xpix-roil, it can never be kE 476,v
vomou. Covenant membership does not depend on Etna vogou, the
traditional Jewish identity-confirming and boundary-defining markers.
And by changing nas Coly to naccm coig, Paul is able to echo the idea
of human powerlessness and total dependence on God, and also to hint
polemically at the various meanings of ccfcg at the same time. In this
36
In 2.16d, the ou...nas construction is another Hebraism (equivalent
to /?D...1?), which has the same meaning as otSeLs ('no one'; cf. Mark
13.20; par Matt 24.22). See BDF 302(1); BAGD, n&s, Tram, 1.a.a
(631); Moule, Idiom, p.182; Maloney, Semitic Interference, pp.137-39.
The sense is abundantly clear and straightforward: 'no one will be
justified by works of law'. The negation ov which applies to the verb
in fact qualifies the subject Team (nig Pall flesh will not'
'nobody will'). It is therefore not proper to translate as 'all shall
not be justified by works of law' which then suggests that someone
somehow might be justified by other means! See also the criticism by
Segal, Paul, pp.130-32 on the two salvation hypothesis associated
with Stendahl, Gaston and Gager.
37
In the words of 2.16c Paul has already made clear that traditional
Jewish 'works of law' play no part and no role in justification.
Contra Matera, Gal, p.94 the changes 'substantially alter[ing] the
meaning of the original psalm verse'.
38Cf. Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, p.209.
39Cf. Dunn, 'Theology', JPL, p.254.
3.4. The Meaning and Purpose of Paul's Allusion (2.16d) 	 164
'CHRISTIAN'
JEWS
(the Insider)
GENTILE-SINNERS
(the Outsider)
way, Paul would consider his clarification of the common Jewish
Christian understanding of faith in 2.16a as final: covenant
membership depends solely only on faith - the faith of Christ and the
believing response to Christ (2.16bc).
Since Paul now considered the traditional Jewish covenant
identity-confirming and boundary-defining markers 47a v6pou as
wholly irrelevant and unnecessary, his perception of the Christian
community and her relationship with the wider Jewish community can be
illustrated roughly as below: 40
40Since the Jewish cp7a vomov would not be observed in Paul's
Christian community, one can imagine her relationship with the wider
Jewish community could be very tense. Cf. W.A. Meeks, 'Breaking Away:
Three New Testament Pictures of Christianity's Separation from the
Jewish Communities', in 'To See Ourselves as Others See Us',
pp.93-115: 'Theologically it is correct to say that the scriptures
and traditions of Judaism are a central and ineffaceable part of the
Pauline Christians' identity. Socially, however, the Pauline groups
were never a sect of Judaism' (p.106).
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3.5. CONCLUDING MOMS ON 2.15-16
In our opinion, the interpretation of 2.16 by Dunn in 'The New
Perspective of Paul' commends itself to be as more plausible and as
basically correct. The main problem with the view of Misanen (among
others) is not taking the adverbial participle 0.66Tes at the
beginning of 2.16a seriously enough. One should try to read the
theological content of the cialnes OTL-clause as reflecting a common
understanding of faith by early Jewish Christians rather than as
Paul's own theological formulation as in 2.16c. We also find the
general social and religious setting of Judaisms in the first
century, especially Jewish sectarianism, helpful in clarifying
certain problems, in particular the covenantal framework of 2.15 and
the meaning of acv gril together with the disputed in 2.16a. The
sentence structure of 2.15-16 (emphasis added) can thus be seen as
below:
47,10,3 OLTEL 'Iouaatot, Kal OtK EC Zeaw IiimprwAoi'
! , 0	 _ n 	 t I	 )	 .	 )1_,	 1, II	 I
i	
CLOOTCS [OC] Ott OU SLICMLOUtat. avvpwiros eq cowl, vomou
2 •
	 • , •
	 I
i	
cav All OLM TUTTC44 f INTOt XiOLTTOZ,
Lt 4weis cis XpLTT6v 'Inavily irLa-ccivai/ev,
V	 2	 ftVa OLKMLWO3ACV CK luutews XpLata
KW
*
 OtK EC gp7wv pOmov,
'AL EC 407WV VIWOU Ot 61.KMLWO4MTTal. 76.47M Tag.
From the above exegetical analysis of the 'agreement' between
Paul and Jewish Christians, we would like to highlight a few
findings. (1) According to the Jewish Christian understanding of
I	 Clfaith, the cLacrres otL-clause in 2.16a, covenant membership could be
defined by both 47a vOiloy (traditional Jewish covenantal identity-
confirming and boundary-defining markers) and N1TTLS XpLa-roil (faith
of Christ; subjective genitive). This interpretation is much more
probable, since early Jewish Christians most probably did not leave
Judaism or cease to be observant Jews when they believed in the
Jewish Messiah Jesus. Furthermore, Jewish Christianity more likely
remained a Jewish messianic sect within the wider Judaisms.
(2) In the midst of his argumentation, Paul still stands firmly
within the Jewish covenantal framework and the 'common' understanding
of faith as in 2.15-16a. But Paul seems not afraid to draw quite
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radical conclusions in redefining the relationship between cpya vopou
and RIATTLS XpLaTou as in 2.16cd. The ambiguity of 2.16a is clarified
and sharpened in 2.16c: Succuw1,3pcv £K WLVTEWS Xptorra iccx oim
cpwv vopou; the rejection of cpya Popov is made even more abundantly
clear in the scriptural allusion to Ps 143.2 at 2.16d. In the
argumentation, Paul draws on the religious experience of Jewish
Christians (2.16b) to highlight the importance and primacy of faith.
At this juncture we are not told explicitly why EpTm awou are
rejected, except that the Jewish 'works of law' would by definition
have excluded Gentiles from the people of God and undermined the
equal status of Gentile believers in the mixed Christian community.
0
The 'Christological' rejection of ep7m vbpou seems to come back only
later in 3.10-14, another problematic passage.
(3) According to Paul the apostle to the Gentiles, covenant
membership for Christian community is defined only by nto-cLs Xpcatot
and not by Jewish race, with its badges of circumcision, dietary
laws, Sabbath observance and all attempts to keep the Torah (see
$	 1further 2.19a, died to Law). cpym vopou and WLCTCS XpLata cannot
co-exist as valid covenant markers for a mixed Christian community.
In the event Paul defines covenant membership, whether entry or
remaining, getting in or staying in, as dependent only on faith: the
faith of Christ and the human response of believing in Christ. The
aspect of faith is taken up again in 2.20b, when Christian existence
'cv mocpm.' is defined as living 'CV MATTEL' with focus on Christ, the
Son of God, as 'the one who loved me and gave himself for me' (see
§6.4. below).
(4) With respect to the crisis at Antioch, Paul would now insist
that non-observance or negligence of Jewish food laws does not really
matter. According to Paul's perception of justification by faith and
Christian community, covenant membership depends only on WLMTLS
11n response to Martyn's complaint that if the main subject in
Galatians is about the Law, why does Paul keep them waiting (until
2.16?) and whether Paul's argumentation is a redefinition of
covenantal nomism (cf. 'Events', pp.163-66, 179), we maintain that it
is Paul's rhetorical strategy to highlight the dominance of Christ in
chapter 1 and to persuade the Galatians to come to his side through
the narratio before he takes on the issue of kfrim v4tou directly.
With 'Christ' as the established basis (cf. 1.4), it makes Paul's
further redefinition of modified covenantal nomism to focus solely on
XpLaToL much easier at 2.16c.
3.5. Concluding Remarks on 2.15-16	 167
epTa vopou
R ILTTLS XpLCTOt
XpLaToD, and not on 47a vOpou. Thus there is no theological ground
for Peter to compel Gentile believers to judaize, nor is there any
necessity for Jewish Christians to live 'Iouckaicas, or for Gentile
Christians to adopt Jewish lifestyle. As for the situation in the
Galatian churches, there is no theological basis, whatsoever, for the
Jewish Christian opponents to require Jewish identity and lifestyle,
circumcision and other Jewish observances of Gentile believers.
Justification by God depends only on TaCTLS XpLa-roil and human
response in believing; 47a v6pou has absolutely no part in one's
covenantal relationship with God. The social implication of
'justification by faith' is that Gentile Christians could socially
join the Christian Church without giving up ethnic and cultural
identity. The way to maintain Christian unity and to secure equal
status of believers of various ethnic origins in a mixed community is
not by denying one's ethnic identity nor by promoting the identity of
a 'third race', but by having a clear focus on Christ and faith (see
again §3.3.5. on gv*pwpos, and Chapter Six on 2.19-20).
(5) With the interpretation of &cv pi) in the exceptive sense and
as qualifying the whole preceding clause at 2.16a, from the
perspective of some Jewish Christians covenantal relationship with
3/
God is defined by both epic,: vOgou and NLITTLS Xpurra. Thus we can
infer that, in their understanding, covenantal nomism includes both
Epym vopou and NLTTLS XpLaTo0, and thus all Jews were expected to
believe in Messiah Jesus and to abide by 'the works of law' (see
diagram A).
non-observance = sin (agaiwaa)
non-believing = sin (cmagrem)
(A) Modified Covenantal Nomism according to 2.16a
According to this modified Jewish Christian understanding of
covenantal nomism, negligence or non-observance of gpTa 'Azov,
whether it is circumcision, food laws, or Sabbath observance, would
be condemned as sin (&paptia) by the community. But for Paul (cf.
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2.16cd), the covenant boundary has been further redefined in such a
I	 I	 ^
way that epyaV voilou are excluded and RLCTLS Xpurrou has become the
only boundary marker for all believers (see diagram B). The only
crucial and decisive factor for one's covenantal relationship with
God is nt.o.TLs XpLo-rou; non-observance or negligence of cp7a voiloy
does not really matter.
1
cp7a v6Acm
	
1 non-observance - not sin (lmaptia)
UtTTLS Xplx-ca) non-believing = sin (aAaptia)
(B) Covenantal Nomism redefined by Paul according to 2.16bcd
Thus covenantal nomism, in Paul's view, consists only of ULTTLS
Xpco-Tot; Jewish 47a wheat) are excluded. But it does appear that the
Torah tradition is more on the side of Jewish Christians (cf. 2.16a),
and possibly this is one of the reasons why Peter could be swayed to
withdraw from mixed table-fellowship with Gentile believers at
Antioch. However, for Paul the conception of sin is redefined in the
light of his new perspective on nicTLs XpLa-ra as the only covenant
boundary marker. Consequently, the traditional Jewish conception of
sin, defined largely by Torah and interpretations of Torah, has to be
considered unsuitable for the mixed Christian community. 2
According to Paul's argumentation, the understanding of
'justification by faith' in 2.15-16 forms the 'common' basis for his
tackling the 'disagreement' with his Jewish Christian dialogue
partners in 2.17. With the above clarifications on Paul's assertion,
%	 P
we shall attempt to understand the logic of Paul's tal nvovro in
2.17.
2
Cf. Barclay, Obeying, pp.82-83: 'The Antioch dispute begins with the
eminently practical issue of eating-habits and...a central aspect of
the debate is the definition of "sin" and whether behaviour which
ignores the law is always and at all costs to be avoided. Paul's
conclusion sketches the outline of a new way of life, not based on
law but shaped by Christ and conducted "in faith".
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CHAPTER FOUR
THE QUESTION AND NEGATION (GAL 2.17)
4.1. INTRODUCTION
The argument of 2.17 is very complex and has been variously
;interpreted. The ac dialectically carries on the discussion from
2.15-16, the 'common ground' between Paul and other Jewish Christians
in the understanding of justification. 2 The statement of 2.17 itself
consists of two premises (both are governed by the conditional
particle c 'if') 3 and a conclusion: (1) 'we are seeking to be
justified in Christ' (2.17a); (2) 'we were found sinners' (2.17b);
(3) therefore,	 'Christ is a minister of sin'	 (2.17c). 4 The
,
conditional sentence (in the form of a question) 5 Is followed by a
strong rejection 01 7kvouro (2.17d). Some of the key questions are
summarized very well by Betz as follows:6
Is the entire sentence a question or a factual statement,
For various positions taken by scholars in the past, see Burton,
Gal, pp.127-30; Lambrecht, 'Line', pp.484-89; cf. §4.2; for various
views on 2.18, see §5.2. below.
2
The assertion by Schmithals, 'Judaisten', pp.40-41 that 2.17-20 as a
whole is a digression ('Indessen bringt V.17 zunachst eine
Digression', p.38) and so 2.15-16 is only joined back at 2.21 is in
danger of removing the argument of 2.17(-21) from the 'gospel'
defined by Paul at 2.15-16.
30n conditional sentences, see BDF §371.
4
Cf. Burton, Gal, p.127; Longenecker, Gal, p.89.
5
Most exegetes take 2.17 as a question although a few demur, in
particular Bultmann, 'Zur Auslegung', p.395; C.F.D. Moule, 'A Note on
Gal 2.17, 18', ExpT 56 (1944-45), p.223; Idiom, p.196; Borse, Gal,
pp.114-15. Most English translations render 2.17 as a question,
probably with the exception of NJB. See §4.3. on Paul's pattern of
argumentation, and §4.6.1. on apa.
6
Betz, Gal, p.119; cf. Longenecker, Gal, p.89.
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answered by the IA 34vouro ('by no means')? Is the first
conditional clause an irrealis or a realis? In what sense can
Christ be understood as 'a servant of sin'? Does v.17 contain a
charge made by opponents, which Paul takes up and disproves?
Scholarly opinion is divided into two camps. (1) The irrealis
view regards 2.17b as an incorrect proposition and reads A Tivouro
as applying to both the premise and its inference, i.e. 2.17bc in the
form of a reductio ad absurdum. The emphasis is on how 'we' become
OcAmpTwAoL. So the main questions are: In what sense does the
'CITEOUPTCS auccuwiVrivou LP XpLa* of 2.17a contribute to their being
found 'sinners', and how does that absurd premise (2.17b) in turn
lead them logically to sin (&wavaa of 2.17c).
(2) In the realis view the objection IA TLPovro applies only to
the illogical inferential question Plitpot XpLa-rbs &papa.= Samovos';
2.17c), and both 2.17a,b are regarded as correct propositions. The
emphasis is on how the correct premises in the protasis (2.17ab) lead
to the wrong conclusion (2.17c): In what sense does 'Christ' promote
'sin'?
Since most exPgetes read '71-rotirres aucouw0iivaL 6 XpLo-rp
(2.17a) as synonymous to 'believing in Christ' as stated in 2.16, few
question the correctness of the first premise. 7 Scholars have rather
concentrated on the difficulties regarding the meaning of the
preposition cv (whether it is locative or instrumental), 8 why the
infinitive SucaLoapPac (`being justified') is aorist, 9 what is the
function of the present participle i rovrcs ('seeking') in relation
c
to the verb cupc*nmcv (`we were found') in 2.17b, 10 and why are 'we'
still 'seeking' (0)rottrres).
7
So Burton, Gal, p.127; Betz, Gal, p.119; Longenecker, Gal, p.89.
M.L. Soards, 'Seeking (zetein) and Sinning (hamartOlos & hamartia)
According to Galatians 2.17', in Apocalyptic and the New Testament:
Essays in Honor of J.L. Martyn (edited by J. Marcus and M.L. Soards;
JSNTS 24; Sheffield: JSOT, 1989), pp.237-54 is the only exception I
have found who questions premise (1). See §4.4.1.
8
Cf. A. Oepke, 'iv', TDNT 2:537-43, esp. pp.541-42; Burton, Gal,
p.124; Bonnard, Gal, p.54; Fitzmyer, 'Pauline Theology', 82:121;
Fung, Gal, p.119; Longenecker, Gal, p.89. See §4.4.3. below.
9Cf. Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, pp.207-208; Suhl, 'Galaterbrief',
p.3106; Wechsler, Geschichtsbild, p.382.
101
Cf. Schmithals, Paul, pp.74-75.
11
Cf. Betz, Gal, p.119 n59; Guthrie, Gal, p.91.
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With regard to 2.17b, Burton identifies two crucial problems:
What is the sense of «papTwAoL? Is the proposition admitted or
denied? 12 Or as Lambrecht puts it: 'What kind of sin does Paul have in
mind, pre-conversional sin or post-conversional transgression, basic
sinfulness or only non-observance of the food laws?' 13
As for 2.17c, most would agree that the meaning of Ocilapaa
refers to sin in the strict and proper (radical) sense, the usual
Pauline usage, 14 but disagree on how the argument flows from 2.17b to
2.17c. 15
In §4.2. below we shall begin by briefly summarizing two major
views current among scholars: the realis view and the irrealis view.
Since scholars of both persuasions have wrestled with the meaning of
&maptuaa, we will observe this distinction also in our selective
survey below under four broad categories. 16 Then in §4.3. we shall
concentrate on the rhetorical usage of gL TevoLso in Paul to see if
there is any common structure or general pattern involved in the
argumentation. We hope this study on pm Tevovro will help to resolve,
partly at least, the controversial question of whether 2.17b is a
realis or an irrealis, and also contribute to determining the
12
Burton, Gal, p.127.
13
Lambrecht, 'Once Again', pp.151-52. Lambrecht, 'Line', pp.490-91
insists that both &map-rwAbs and (ImapTia are 'sin in the most radical
sense (also BOttger, 'Paulus', p.91). On the other hand, Burton, Gal,
pp.125-26 argues that amagrwAoi is used in the relative Torah sense,
'violators of law', while Ocgaprms changes to its proper sense,
'conduct which is not in accordance with true righteousnesss' (also
RAisdnen, Paul, p.76 n173).
14
So Burton, Gal, p.127; Oepke, Gal, p.93: 'dies letztere [&maptlas]
ist sich im sittlichen Vollsinn zu verstehen'. Bruce, Gal, p.141
seems to differ.
15.rhis question of logic appears not so difficult for the irrealis
view because after all the false conclusion of 2.17c is based on the
false premise of 2.17b. But the question is more important for the
realis view: it has to establish how the false conclusion of 2.17c
could derive from the correct premises in 2.17ab. For different ways,
see §4.2.2. below.
16
In our survey of different views below we do not intend to be
exhaustive. Other than those discussed below, for earlier
commentators who take the irrealis view, see the list in Burton, Gal,
p.127; include also B.F. Westcott, H.W. Beyer, P. Bonnard, and most
of the ancient commentators.
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function of the two Tap's at the beginning of 2.18 and 2.19-20. 17 In
the next three sections we shall then concentrate on the meaning of
2.17a, 2.17b and 2.17c in turn. Throughout the discussion, we insist,
the crisis of table-fellowship between Jewish and Gentile Christians
at Antioch (2.11-14) plays an important part in Paul's
argumentation. 18
17
We have here in mind Lambrecht's argument for a caesura or break at
the end of 2.17, thus removing 2.18-21 from 2.15-17 (see §1.4.4). Cf.
W.F. Arndt, 'On Gal. 2.17-19', CTM 27 (1956), pp.128-32, here p.128:
'the line of thought in these three verses of Galatians is difficult
to determine...The words, taken by themselves, are simple enough. It
is the relation of the various statements to one another and the
question what Paul is pointing to in v.18 that compel us to do some
special searching'.
18 See again our epistolary-rhetorical observations in §2.1. Contra the
assertions by Kiimmel, 'Individualgeschichte', p.164: das
Verstândnis des schwierigen Verses 17 muf6 davon ausgegangen werden,
daB Paulus sich in 2.15ff nicht mehr mit dem Verhalten des Petrus in
Antiochien auseinandersetzt'; A. Suhl, 'Die Galater und der Geist.
Kritische Erwdgungen zur Situation in Galatien', in Jesu Rede von
Gott und ihre Nachgeschichte im friihen Christentum. FS W. Marxsen
(edited by D.A. Koch, G. Sellin and A. Lindemann; Giitersloh:
GUtersloher, 1989), pp.267-96, here p.282: 'Gal 2.17 lamt sich nun
aber schwerlich noch aus der Situation in Antiochien verstehen, hier
schiebt sich vielmehr der gegenwdrtige Konflikt in Galatien vollends
in den Vordergrund'.
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4.2. DIFFERENT VIEWS ON 2.17
In view of the immense controversy over the interpretation of
2.17, it is necessary and only fair for us to present the different
views and suggestions before we proceed with our detailed analysis of
the verse. The exercise below serves to highlight the crucial
exegetical questions yet to be resolved, and to dismiss certain
readings which are judged less likely or improbable.
4.2.1. Some Irrealis Interpretations:
4.2.1.1. agapTw	 iAoc n relation to the act of conversion -
Some argue that in the act of conversion, Jewish Christians are
required to abandon the Law as a means of salvation in order to
believe in Jesus Christ, and so have become sinners. Since to be
justified is to give up the law as the means of salvation, and it is
Christ who causes them to neglect the law, Christ becomes responsible
('minister of sin'). So argues C.J. Ellicott:1
The argument is in fact a reductio ad absurdum: if seeking for
justification in Christ is not only to lead us to be accounted
sinners, - not merely as being without law and in the position
of Gentiles, but as having wilfully neglected an appointed means
of salvation, - then Christ, who was the cause of our neglecting
it, must needs be, not only negatively but positively, a
minister of sin.
Similarly, Bligh insists that Paul is not dealing with
table-fellowship in 2.17. He argues that in the eyes of the
unconverted Jews, the Jewish Christians have become sinners in the
process of their conversion to Christ: 'In order to turn to Christ
and seek justification from him, they had to turn their backs on the
law - interiorly, by acknowledging that the law could not give
justification'.2
But some argue that the absurdity of 2.17b is found rather in
C.J. Ellicott, St Paul's Epistle to the Galatians (3rd edition;
London: Longman, 1863), pp.40-41.
2
Bligh, Gal, p.199. Cf. 'St Paul is talking to Jews many of whom have
so far avoided social contact with Gentile Christians. ...St Paul is
not directly concerned in v.17 with the problem of table-fellowship
with Gentiles. He is trying to correct the attitude of the Jewish
Christians to the law in their own spiritual lives' (pp.199-200). But
as we can see from 2.12, Peter was eating with Gentile Christians.
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the actual attempt to seek justification in Christ. In this case the
circumstantial (adverbial) participle CT/TM/VMS is rendered as causal
('why') and the infinitive 84.KmmelvaL as the 'getting in' conversion
act. So argues Schmithals, following Bultmann and Althaus, that the
premise is wrong because 'the actual attempt to become justified
through Christ' cannot be regarded as sin. 3 Since IA 2'1,134.T° always
follows a question as elsewhere in Paul, Schmithals argues that both
premise and conclusion are totally wrong perceptions rejected by Paul
straight away. 4
But this line of interpretation seems to suggest that Paul's
opponents at Antioch or in Galatia are non-Christian Jews who do not
share the same faith in Messiah Jesus as in 2.16. 5 According to
2.15-16, the 'we' refers to Jews who also believed in Christ Jesus
(2.16b), and it is therefore almost impossible that Jewish Christians
would identify 'seeking justification in Christ' as sin. And if there
is any such attack on the gospel, they too would have joined hands
with Paul to counter the accusation.
According to Blittger, the sense of CipapTwAoi refers to sin in
the absolute sense. 6
 2.17b is considered false because, BOttger
argues, in the act of conversion, i.e. to be
	 XpLamil, one can no
c
longer be Imo vollov, which is responsible for sin:
	 'Die
Rechtfertigung durch den Glauben mull also eine Befreiung von der
Macht des nomos sein'. 7 Therefore, with reference to 2.20a,
	 Se v
3 Schmithals, Paul, p.75; cf. Bultmann, 'Zur Auslegung', p.396; H.W.
Beyer and P. Althaus, Der Brief an die Galater (NTD 8; Gottingen:
V&R, 1965), p.20; followed Cosgrove, Cross, pp.137-38.
4Schmithals, Paul, p.75. On two points he, however, differs with
Bultmann: (1) 2.17 should be read as a question, and not a statement;
(2) the key to interpreting is the dispute concerning Peter, as in
the context of 2.11-16, and not 2.20-21.
5
See §2.3.3; Paul's opponents in Galatia were Jewish Christians.
6
BOttger, 'Paulus', p.91: 'Zweierlei steht fUr Paulus aullerhalb jeder
Diskussion: 1. dal-6 der 47wp v01 oy Seiende (3.10) ins SUndigen
gefUhrt wirt (Gal 3.19a, 22; 1 Kor 15.56), bzw. unter dem Fluch
steht, Gal 3.10. 2. daB der durch Christus Gerechtfertigte in keinem
Fall Sunder ist, 2 Kor 5.21'.
7
BOttger, 'Paulus', p.91; the Law is seen as a power drawing people
into sin (referring to 2.18; interpreting TatTM as the Law). 'Die
Instanz, die zu SUndern erklart, ist nicht etwa eine Gruppe jUdischer
oder judaistischer Gegner, die Menschen auBerhalb des nomos nur als
atimprwAot ansehen kOnnen, sondern, wie Vers 18 sogleich best,Atigen
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4,13). XpLaT6s, BOttger argues that the inference that 'Christ is an
accomplice of sin' is totally blasphemous; one cannot hold to the
\	 I
powerfield of KupLos and uno vomov simultaneously. 8
Another interesting alternative is argued by Betz: While Paul
and the Jewish Christians agree on the doctrine of justification by
faith for Jewish Christians at 2.15-16 (the point of argreement),
they disagree on its implication for Gentile Christians in 2.17 (the
9
point of disagreement). 'MUTOL ("they themselves") does not refer to
v.15, but to those who seek to be justified in Christ' (p.120 n61).
And so there is a 'break' in thought between 2.15-16 and 2.17. Betz
goes on to argue that the premise of 2.17b is wrong because Gentile
Christians who are seeking justification in Christ (2.17a) just like
the Jewish Christians according to the principle of faith in 2.16
cannot be regarded as still 'sinners', i.e. those living outside of
the realm of God's salvation. 10
If Jewish Christians are not 'sinners from the Gentiles', which
of course they are not, the same must be true of the Gentile
Christians because they, in the same way, are 'seeking to be
justified "in Christ". The fact that one is a Jew or a Gentile
is irrelevant, if salvation comes through faith in Christ.
With this rendering of 2.17b, the second premise is found wrong,
and so the concluding question of 2.17c must be false too. Betz also
conjectures that Paul might have adopted a slogan from his opponents
in 2.17c.
11
On the whole Betz seems to be quite right in identifying 2.15-16
as the common ground between the Jewish Christians and Paul (though
with some modifications by Paul), and 2.17 as the disagreement. But
we have serious doubts that Paul has already shifted from his
discussion of the experience of Jewish Christians to Gentile
Christians here at 2.17. It is more likely that the real shift
appears at 3.1. 12 Secondly, we are not convinced that the crucial
wird, - ungleich gefahrlicher! - das Gesetz selbst' (pp.91-92). On
this view of Tatra as the Law, see our criticism at §5.3.1.
8
BOttger, 'Paulus', pp.91-92.
9
Betz, Gal, p.119.
10
Betz, Gal, p.120 (italics mine).
11
See Betz, Gal, p.120.
c12
See §2.1.2. On the 'we' of etweftipcv as Jewish Christians, as
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question in Galatians is about the doctrine of justification, how to
'get in'. But as we have seen, the main problem or the real issue at
Antioch is more about appropriate behaviour patterns, how to continue
'staying in' 13
4.2.1.2. itgapTwAoL with regard to post-conversional acts -
On the other hand, some scholars insist quite rightly that the
meaning of 2.17, and &mapiwADL in particular, should be interpreted
in the light of mixed table-fellowship between Jewish and Gentile
Christians in the Antioch Incident. 14 For example, Mussner forcefully
argues that when Jewish Christians were eating with Gentile
Christians at Antioch, they did not observe the Law because they
believed that 'die Rechtfertigung allein in Christus zu suchen ist'. 15
On the basis of faith, they regarded the Jewish rituals as adiaphora
and had given up 'das gesetzliche Leben' in their table-fellowship
with Gentile Christians. But then they withdrew from fellowship
thinking that they had been sinful in living kWLKEIs. The consequence
of their turning back is: 'durch ihr Streben (0)TOVVTES) die
Rechtfertigung in Christus (und nicht mehr in den Werken des
Gesetzes) zu suchen, sind sie dadurch "auch selbst" apapTwAoL
geworden (sc. wie die gesetzlosen Heiden)'. 16
 But this cannot be true
because justification is found only in Christ, and so an absurd
question is posed at 2.17c which is rejected by filj TEVOLT0.17
Kieffer argues similarly. Before the conflict at Antioch, Jewish
Christians were eating freely with Gentile Christians because they
believed that justification comes through Christ exclusively and not
indicated by the same 'we' (i)lets) of 2.15-16, see §4.5.1. below. See
also the criticism by Kieffer, Foi, p.56 n73.
13
See §2.2. If the idea of sin is still defined by Torah and/or its
interpretation, any non-observance would be condemned as sinful;
Jewish Christians would by all means avoid table-fellowship with
Gentile Christians. It becomes vital for Paul to define a new ground
of existence in Christ and faith (2.19-20), which is no longer
dominated by the question of COVIA&S or 'IouSaltdos (cf. 2.14b).
14
So Kieffer, Foi, p.55; Hansen, Abraham, p.100 (contra Betz).
151q
ussner, Gal, p.176.
161q
ussner, Gal, p.176, cf. n41.
17See Mussner, Gal, pp.176-77 n45 against Bultmann.
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by works of the law (cf. 2.15-16). 18 But when they reintroduced the
'prescriptions legales' as indicated in 2.18, some Jewish Christians
thought they had become 'sinners' like the Gentiles when they ate
freely with Gentile Christians; but Paul denies it (p.55). For Paul,
it is impossible for one who seeks justification in Christ to remain
a 'sinner' except in that one is misled by the erroneous conscience
(conscience erronee; pp.58-59). The expression 'being found sinners'
is equivalent to 'la conscience d'avoir peche', and since this is a
false perception, the second premise of 2.17b must be unrea1. 19 The
fear and inconsistency of Jewish Christians imply also their
insufficiency in the faith of Christ (2.21), such that humankind has
to be justified by both faith and law. 20
In like manner, Hansen (following Fletcher) argues that there
are two very different perspectives involved in the argument of
2.17. 21
 In terms of the Law, Jewish Christians who ate with Gentiles
and disregarded certain statutes of the law are regarded by Paul's
opponents as 'sinners' (= those outside the covenant): having
table-fellowship with Gentile Christians is judged sinful. But this
perspective is not acceptable to Paul in terms of the 'truth of the
gospel': 'by the standard of the gospel, table-fellowship of Jewish
Christians with Gentile Christians was not sinful' (p.105). Thus the
conclusion of the opponents (2.17c) is wrong, because what they judge
to be sinful (eating with Gentiles) is not really sinful.
This view recommends itself on several points. In particular, it
is quite right to insist that the interpretation of acmapTwAot should
be in close connection to the problem of table-fellowship at Antioch;
18:
Kieffer, Foi, p.55.
19:
Kieffer, Foi, p.55 (citation from p.59); cf. 'Ma conscience fausse
interprete ma situation actuelle comme inacceptable devant Dieu'
(p.59).
20
Kieffer, Foi, p.59. 'Une interpretation coherente de notre passage
ne permet donc pas de voir au v.17 une proposition conditionnelle
reelle ni de distinguer entre peche et transgression. La formule
Tkvocco recuse avec vehemence deux hypotheses irreelles, que Paul,
selon son procede rhetorique habituel construit, pour montrer
l'impasse a laquelle aboutissent les theses de ses adversaires. Paul
sait pertinemment qu'il n'a pas peche en cherchant a etre justifie en
Christ et qu'en consequence, le Christ n'est pas ministre du peche
(pp.59-60).
21
Hansen, Abraham, pp.104-106; cf. Fletcher, Singular, p.256.
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the identity of 'we' refers to Jewish Christians; focal attention is
on the conduct (behaviour pattern) of Jewish Christians which is
questioned basically from the perspective of the Law, but Paul argues
from a different perspective, 'the standard of the gospel' •22 But
there is one major problem: Is it Paul's usual rhetorical pattern to
reject both the premise/s and the conclusion with iro Tevovro? 23 On the
other hand, is it necessary to equate the sense of sin in the term
apapTwAoL with that in agagraa in 2.17c, as Hansen seems to imply? 24
According to Lietzmann, the problem could be approached from
2.19-20. He argues that Jewish Christians were considered 'sinners'
only according to the standard of the Law. When Jews are converted to
Christ they abandon the law and eat with Gentiles; they are thus
regarded as apaprwAoL from the Jewish viewpoint. 25 Since it is Paul's
'Christ' who leads them to live as 'sinners', they want to hold
'Christ' responsible for breaking the law as in Matt 9.11 (p.16). But
Paul denies any such accusation by arguing that Jewish Christians
have died to the law and are now living a new life with Christ
(2.19-20). The old basis stands no more: 'Die SUndigerkl&rung auf
Grund des Gesetzes trifft mich nicht mehr'. 26
An interesting but very problematic rendering of 2.17 has
recently been argued by Hamerton-Kelly, based on the concept of
22
Though the Jewish Christians tend to perceive the problem of table-
fellowship in terms of the Law, it does not mean that they did not
think or claim to be acting by the standard of the gospel. See
further §4.6.3. below.
23
Apart from arguing against Bultmann that 2.17c should be read as a
question (Foi, pp.53-54), we are not clear how Kieffer comes to the
conclusion that by tril Tkvouro Paul rejects both the 'false' premise
and the consequential false conclusion (pp.55, 59-60).
24
For a different explanation, see §4.5.2. and §4.6.3. below.
25Lietzmann, Gal, pp.15-16.
26
Lietzmann, Gal, p.16. It is right that Lietzmann refers to 2.19-20
on why Paul rejects the traditional Jewish viewpoint, because if we
follow Paul's rhetorical pattern of All 24vocTo, the 74 at 2.19 would
eventually lead us to the reason why Paul rejects the false
conclusion of 2.17c (see §4.3. below). The Christian existence should
be perceived from a new perspective, the perspective of Christ, and
not the law. If judged according to the law, they are 'sinners'; but
it is not so according to the gospel. Once again Lietzmann's
rendering has to be modified slightly when we take into consideration
Paul's trif) Tevocto pattern, i.e. the negation applies only to the
false conclusion and not the premises.
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'sacred violence', a theory of religion proposed by R. Girard. 27 He
insists that Dunn's 'social function of the law' has not gone far
enough to grasp 'the full significance of the death of Christ for
Paul's attitude to the law'; he contends that
To anticipate, the exclusionism of the Jewish way of life is not
merely a misuse of the law...but is an expression of the
violence endemic in 'nomistic service' as a representative of
all religious systems, that was revealed 28in this case by the
fact that the Jewish system killed Christ.
And so he insists that by cot( vogov Paul intends 'the Jewish way of
life described in 2.14 by the word Lovaaitals, characterized by
exclusiveness and epitomized by the murder of Christ and the
persecution of his followers'. 29 Therefore, by 'works of law', it
refers to the Jewish way of life, which is then a 'system of sacred
violence'. 30
Secondly, Hamerton-Kelly argues that the conversion experience
of Jewish Christians, and Paul in particular, is like an exit out of
Judaism (and the Jewish way of life) 31 Thus he argues, Torah has to
be abandoned totally,
32
 and it should play absolutely no part at all
in Christian living. 33 Therefore he contends that when Jewish (and
27
Major works on 'sacred violence' are listed in Hamerton-Kelly,
'Works', p.58 n12; explanation in 'Curse', pp.102-105, 116-17.
28
Hamerton-Kelly, 'Works', pp.57-58 (italics mine).
29
Hamerton-Kelly, 'Works', p.62. Its true nature is revealed in the
killing of Christ; its distortion and deceit is being revealed by the
Cross.
30 5ee Hamerton-Kelly, 'Curse', pp.102, 104, 106-107.
31Hamerton-Kelly, 'Works', p.59 n15 commenting on Paul's experience as
conversional: "Conversion" is more accurate than "call" because Paul
did understand himself to be leaving Judaism'. See also p.59 n16;
'Curse', pp.99-102.
32
Hamerton-Kelly, 'Works', pp.62-63, insists that Paul's abandonment
of the law is total (contra Sanders): Paul rejects the Mosaic law
completely and replaces it with the 'law of Christ' (p.63, citing
Hays). The rejection of the law is not just concerning 'getting in'
but also 'staying in' (p.64); 'the law, as the instrument of sacred
violence, was given only to contain trespasses for the time being
(3.19); and not directly by God but through angels, because God is
not a God of violence. Nevertheless, as an instrument of the
surrogate victim mechanism it served its negative purpose in its
time, holding society together until the truth could be made
known...' ('Curse', pp. 116-17).
33Hamerton-Kelly, 'Works', pp.65-74 argues that according to Paul's
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all) Christians are converted to Christ, they are called to live as
'Gentile sinners' and to consider this 'Gentile way of life' (living
COVLI&S) as not sinful at all, but as indeed 'Christ's way of life'. 34
According to Hamerton-Kelly, the second premise 2.17b cannot be
true because to adopt 'Christ's way of life' (i.e. to live as
'Gentile sinners') for Jewish Christians is part and parcel of their
conversion from and out of Judaism. Therefore living as 'Gentile
sinners' does not make Christ the servant of sin; on the contrary, to
return to the Jewish way of life ('works of law') would make Christ
a servant of sin.
This strongly anti-Torah (and anti-Jewish) interpretation seems
to be closer to Marcion than to Paul. According to Hamerton-Kelly,
the Christ-faith is the stark alternative to Torah and has nothing to
do with the whole of Jewish tradition; only discontinuity is
emphasized. But this perception does not fit too well with Paul's
argumentation in Galatians: Paul indeed takes pains to explain
aspects of continuity by drawing attention to the promise of God to
Abraham and the fullness of time in Christ. 36
Secondly, though Paul censures the 'Jewish way of life', he does
not approve a 'Gentile way of life' as the 'Christ's way of life'
either. In our opinion, Hamerton-Kelly's perception of conversion for
Paul and Jewish Christians as wholesale abandoning of the religious
(biblical) tradition does not fit Paul's self-understanding (cf.
1.13-16). Lastly, we remain unconvinced by his reading 'works of law'
as a 'system of sacred violence' (see §3.3.2.[5]).
formulation of moral norms, there are seven features: 	 (1)
inclusiveness; (2) the law of Christ; (3) theological sanctions; (4)
Christological sanctions; (5) Pneumatological sanctions; (6)
traditional sanctions and apostolic authority; and (7) rational
sanctions and personal responsibility; but Torah is not included.
34
Hamerton-Kelly, 'Works', p.61 n19: 'The point is that we have been
living as "Gentile sinners" because Christ wants us to live that way.
Thus Christ's way of life is contrasted with the Jewish way'. See
pp.60-62 for his dramatic paraphrase of 2.14-21.
35
Hammerton-Kelly, 'Works', p.62.
36See Barclay, Obeying, pp.96-105 on the tension of apocalyptic
discontinuity and salvation historical continuity in Paul's thought.
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4.2.2. Some Realis Interpretations:
4.2.2.1. CtiimpTwAoL in the context of conversion experience -
Many who read 2.17 in the context of conversion have argued that
apaprOwt. refers to pre-conversion 'Gentile-status' sinfulness. When
Jewish Christians are converted to Christ, they have abandoned faith
in the Law as a 'means of salvation' and thus become identified with
'Gentile sinners', being reduced to the spiritual rank of Gentile
'sinners'. Being qipaprwAot' is meant in the relative sense: taking
the (disadvantaged) position of 'Gentile sinners' (2.15). They insist
that the idea of 'sinners' does not relate back to the Antioch
incident; the aorist infinitive	 TOOVTES (2.17a) refers to the act
37
of conversion.
But it is less clear on this understanding how the false
inference of 2.17c could derive from 2.17b. 38 Fung argues that 2.17c
refers to the charge of antinomism: 'the conclusion does not follow
that Christ thereby becomes an agent of sin (in the sense of a
promoter of actual wrongdoing)'. 39
 Fung (following Burton) argues that
the meaning of 'sin' changes from the formal sense to the radical
sense: Jewish Christians become 'sinners', but they do not 'sin'. 40
According to Bruce, the emphasis is on the total number of
sinners being increased as a consequence of conversion: 41
when law-abiding Jews like Peter and himself cease to look to
the law as the basis of salvation of their justification before
God and find that justification in Christ instead, they put
themselves effectively on a level with 'sinners of the
37
For interpretations following roughly this pattern, see Lightfoot,
Gal, p.117; Fung Gal, p.119; include also Zahn, Gal, p.127; Oepke,
Gal, pp.91-93; Kümmel, 'Individualgeschichte', p.165; Lagrange, Gal,
pp.49-50; Byrne, Sons, pp.144-45; Klein, 'Individualgeschichte',
pp.191-92 (but insists that KO t ATOt refers not to 2.15, but points
back only to 2.16, a new group of people, p.190; see §4.5.1. below).
38
Besides commenting on twavams Samovos as 'direct contradiction in
terms', Lightfoot, Gal, p.117 did not pursue the question further.
39
Fung, Gal, p.120.
40
Fung, Gal, p.120; citing 5.13-26 and Rom 6.1, 15 as the possible
accusations that 'Paul's doctrine encourages sin'. On 5.13-26, Fung
comments: 'More likely he (Paul) is taking issue with the false
position that freedom from the law issues in moral license - a
conclusion either mistakenly drawn by his own converts or, more
probably (cf. on 2.17, 21; 5.6), wrongly considered by his opponents
to be the consequence of his preaching' (p.243).
41
Bruce, Gal, pp.140-41.
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Gentiles': they have, in that sense, 'been found sinners'...
[but] in the argument of Paul's opponents, if law-abiding Jews
had now to be reckoned as 'sinners', just like those who live
without the law, then the number of sinners in the world was
substantially increased, and so (as they understood Paul's
position) Christ was made a servant or agent of sin.
But Paul disagrees on the inference because, Bruce explains, the
law-free gospel of justification by faith did not make them sinners
for the first time, they were already sinners (p.141, cf. Rom 3.23).
But we have serious doubts that this rendering (the total number
of sinners increased in the world as a consequence of conversion) is
the question that troubled the Galatian Christians. If it was a major
concern, would we not expect to encounter the theme again in the
letter?
Another strong defender for the rea1is view and CitgaptwAol in the
context of pre-conversion experience is Lambrecht. While maintaining
that with 'In Tevocro Paul objects only to the wrong conclusion and
2.17c is definitely a question, 42
 Lambrecht argues strongly that 2.17
and 2.18 belong to two separate units because the particle 'yap at
2.18 is not used in the usual causal sense but is rather equivalent
to 'a slightly adversative' aL 3 In Lambrecht's opinion, Paul's
argument with the rejection IA 7vocro is not followed by 2.18; in
fact he says: 'If we take 'pip of v.18 in the sense of "but", i.e.
more or less as the equivalent of a introducing a new start, this
gives us a greater latitude in the interpretation of the phrase
TrapaPCcinv EAMUT6V TUVLOM6W in v.18'. 44 Secondly, Lambrecht insists
that there are two mutually exclusive views of 'sinners' present in
the immediate context of 2.14 and 2.15: 45
First: through and since our becoming Christians we were found
to be sinners because we started to live like the Gentiles (cf.
v.14), not observing the Law, eating with the Gentiles: sinners
because of post-conversional acts. Second: already before we
42
See Lambrecht, 'Line', pp.489-90; he is inclined to read the
illative apa here. He argues that the basis for considering the verse
as a rea1is does not lie with the absence of an av in the apodosis,
but in 'the train of thought and, above all, a comparison with Paul's
way of reasoning elsewhere' (p.490; 'Once Again', p.151).
43
Lambrecht, 'Line', pp.491-93; 'Once Again', p.153. See the criticism
in Kieffer, Foi, p.60; cf. Cranfield, Rom, 1:106-107.
44
Lambrecht, 'Line', p.493.
45
Lambrecht, 'Line', p.485.
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believed in Jesus Christ we were sinners, just like the Gentiles
(cf. v.15):-sinners because of pre-conversional acts.
Assuming that 2.15-17 is a separate unit (thus not related to
2.14 nor 2.18), Lambrecht argues that the meaning of twarnwAot in
2.17b has the same meaning as in 2.15. qcpapTwAoL does not point to
the sinful conduct of those who had become Christians, but rather
refers back to that fundamental sinfulness which in v.15 is said to
be characteristic of the Gentiles: we too, as Jews, before we
believed in Christ, were sinners just like the Gentiles' • 46
It does appear that Lambrecht understands apapTwXot in the sense
of radical ethical sinfulness. 47 So he argues, when Jewish Christians
are converted to Christ they too become aware of their
pre-conversional state of fundamental sinfulness and unredeemed
situation, just as the sinful Gentiles who are in need of salvation. 48
They come to realization of their own radical sinfulness at
conversion: the meaning of apaprwAot does not refer to the rather
formal and 'Torah' sense as in 2.14, but must refer to the radical
sense, the same idea as apa	 iptLa n 2.17c. 49
On 2.17c Lambrecht argues that the opponents accused Paul of
46
Lambrecht, 'Line', pp.490-91; cf. p.495. Though we agree with him on
linking 2.17 to 2.15, we disagree sharply with his interpreting
heap -rwAoL in the ethical sense in 2.15 (see §3.2.3 above).
C	 I47
Cf. Schlier, Gal, p.95: 'Das cL...cupeengev ist nicht emn Irrealis,
sondern der Apostel fasst die tatsdchliche Situation ins Auge: "wir",
er und die Judenchristen, sind bei unserem Christwerden auch selbst -
wie die Heiden - als "Sunder" "erfunden" worden. Das ist zuzugeben,
denn das geht caus dem, CVECLV aucaLwerwaL hervor'. Though Schlier
maintains that apapTwXot refers back to 2.15, he surprisingly insists
that 'aber versteht das "sUndig sein" doch nicht mehr in dem
relativen Sinn, den es dort hat, wo Paulus em n jUdisches Urteil
aufnahm' (p.95 n6). Schlier considers 2.15 a 'Konzession'. According
to Schlier, the charges seem to include 'Christ not able to justify'
and 'Christ befriending the unrighteous and depriving the law'
(pp.95-96).
48
Lambrecht, 'Line', p.486 insists that 2.17a is linked to 2.16b.
49
Lambrecht, 'Line', p.486 insists that the meaning of &mapTLa is
undoubtedly in the 'deeper' radical sense, as in 5.13, Rom 3.7-8,
6.1, 15, and not in the 'rather formal, external sense' (cf. p.490
n23). In 'Once Again', p.152, he draws further attention to the
comparison with Romans 1-3 where the emphasis of sin in the
'universal and radical' sense and similar false accusation against
Paul is found. He insists also that there is no change of meaning
between CepapluAol. and apapria (p.151 n17 criticises Rdisdnen).
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promoting sin: 'Paul's system leads to antinomism and immorality': 50
'the question whether Christ promotes sin (v.17b) can be understood
in the sense that we "will do evil so that good (= Christ's
justification) may come" (Rom 3.8)'.51
But in our view, to insist that 2.15-17 forms a separate unit
not related to the Antioch Incident can hardly be correct (see §2.1).
In fact his concession that 'the broader context of 2.11-14 and 2.18
seems to suggest that the expression XpLo-rbs apaptlas Samopos points
to Christ as provoking and promoting non-observance of food laws (and
thus "post-conversional" sin' 52 is more likely to be correct.
4.2.2.2. apapwAoL with regard to post-conversional acts -
Some argue that the idea of 'sinners' in 2.17b refers to the
post-conversional state of ethical sinfulness in Christian living:
the 'sanctification' interpretation. 53 According to Longenecker,
though Christians may still be found in sin (in the ethical sense)
and fail to achieve the higher moral standard for living, it is not
Christ's purpose to promote sin or further sin's interests: 'For
while forensic righteousness and ethical righteousness are
intrinsically part and parcel of one another, the latter, sadly, is
not always worked out in life as it should be'. 54 But according to the
judaizing opponents, (law-free) Christians need to live according to
the Torah to check licentious living and to govern Christian living:
Christ alone is not able to check libertinism; they need also to
accept the Jewish nomistic lifestyle. 55 Thus Longenecker argues,
though Paul agrees with the opponents' observation that 'Christians,
though claiming a higher standard for living, yet sin' Paul disagrees
50
Lambrecht, 'Line', p.491.
51Lambrecht, 'Once Again', p.150. On the opponents' wrong logic, see
'Line', pp.487-88; cf. Wechsler, Geschichtsbild, p.383.
52
Lambrecht, 'Once Again', p.152.
53
This was argued by J. Wesley, Explanatory Notes on the New Testament
[1754] (London: Epworth, 1977), p.685 and K. Wieseler (as discussed
in Meyer, Gal, p.118; Burton, Gal, p.128).
54
Longenecker, Gal, p.90.
55
Longenecker, Gal, p.89; see also his analysis of two problems,
Jewish nomism and Galatian libertinism, faced by Paul in Galatia
(pp.xcvi-xcvii).
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with them that 'Jewish nomistic lifestyle' would be the solution to
libertinism, on the contrary, he argues for the role of the Holy
Spirit as in 5.13-26 (p.90).
It is quite obvious that this 'sanctification' interpretation
could stand only if the meaning of 2.17 is not related to its
immediate context. 56 Secondly, we do not think it is possible to
interpret apagmAoL of 2.17b in the ethical sense, especially in
connection with 2.15. 57
Another way to understand the meaning of apaptuaot in the
post-conversional context is to relate it to Torah-observance. So
argues A.T. Hanson:
58
If we trust in Christ and not in the Torah for justification,
and then are found scrupulously adhering to the Halakha which
forbids Jews and Gentiles to eat together, we are sinners.
Sinners according to the Law, because we have rejected the Torah
as a way of life in the past and are therefore condemned by it,
having anyway broken the Halakha. But we are also sinners in
Christ, because we show by our actions that we no longer trust
in him, so we have fallen back into the realm of sin, wrath, and
Law. But Christ cannot be blamed for this.
Thus the act of returning to law-observance is condemned as
sinful in two senses: (1) according to the Law: the period of
non-observance after conversion is condemned; (2) according to Christ
and faith: the act of returning to law means no longer trusting in
Christ. But Christ is not responsible for this our sin: 'Christ is
not a Samovos jeglaptias but a 6aAos L7)iffeias'.59
According to Hanson, it is assumed that Jewish Christians
understood Torah and Christ as two opposing alternatives (either-or);
56
This is exactly what Longenecker, Gal, pp.c-cxix has tried to argue
by epistolary and rhetorical analysis; following Betz, he regards
2.15-21 as the propositio (p.83). Cf. O'Neill, Recovery, p.43 who
argues that 2.17 is a later scribal insertion because 'this is a
general theological problem which the Church always has to face, but
it is hard to see what direct relevance the treatment of the problem
here could have had in the tense meeting between Paul and Cephas'.
57
See also the criticisms in Burton, Gal, p.128; Cole, Gal, pp.121-22;
Soards, 'Seeking', p.242.
58,
A.T. Hanson, Studies in Paul's Technique and Theology (London: SPCK,
1974), pp.28-29; followed by R. Yates, 'Saint Paul and the Law in
Galatians', ITQ 51 (1985), PP .105-124, here p.108.
59
Hansen, Studies, p.29. Comparison is also made with Rom 3.5-6 where
God is being accused of being responsible for sin (p.28).
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when they are converted to Christ, they have left Torah altogether
and taken up a 'non-Jewish' lifestyle. But this may not be the case
as reflected in the Antioch Incident (2.11-14), and probably not
according to the tradition reflected in 2.16a. 60 According to the
self-understanding of Jewish Christians, works of law and faith of
Christ may be regarded as complementary aspects (both-and): taking
the Torah seriously in daily living does not imply rejection of
Christian faith.
Another better solution is expounded by Burton that the
hermeneutical key to 2.17 is the change of meaning from &pmprwAot to
Lmapria: 'The whole speciousness of the objection which Paul is
answering turns on the seeming identity, the real diversity, of the
conceptions of sin implied in apapiwAoL and apapttas respectively'. 61
The meaning of temaptwAot in 2.17b refers to the post-conversional
experience of Jewish Christians in the Torah-oriented sense: they
were regarded by some others as 'sinners' for not observing the law
scrupulously. But Paul argues that this is not really sin apapr(a)
and so moves on to redefine Christian existence. Similarly, Itaisdnen
argues:
62
Whereas CepapTwA6s takes up the same word in v15, Cipaprta in 17b
has a different meaning. Paul admits that he has become a
'sinner' in a relative (Torah-oriented) sense (v17a), but denies
that this makes Christ a servant of 'sin' in a pregnant sense.
This means that those who, according to the norms laid down in
the law, are 'sinners' nevertheless do not necessarily live in
sin. That is, the law does not provide reliable criteria of sin.
This line of argument is also developed by Barclay: 63
The fact that Jews abandon the law for the sake of
table-fellowship with Gentiles is 'sin' from a Jewish
perspective but not for one who has died to the law; hence
although Jewish Christians are technically 'sinners' in eating
with Gentiles, it cannot be said that Christ has promoted sin in
any absolute sense.. .Thus, part and parcel of his redefinition
of Jewish-Christian identity is Paul's redefinition of
appropriate patterns of behaviour. The Antioch dispute begins
with the eminently practical issue of eating-habits and we have
60
See §2.2.2. on the nature of table-fellowship before the men from
James arrived, and §3.3. on 2.16a.
61
Burton, Gal, p.126; see esp. pp.124-27.
621:
tdisdnen, Paul, p.76 n173; also 'Galatians', p.552 n55.
63
Barclay, Obeying, pp.80-82 (italics mine).
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seen that a central aspect of the debate is the definition of
'sin' and whether behaviour which ignores the law is always and
at all costs to be avoided.
Summary Remarks: Among many other exegetical difficulties, three
crucial questions do come out very sharply in the above survey. But
as we have already clarified in §2.1. above, the Antioch Incident
should provide the key to understanding 2.17. Thus interpretations
which take 2.17 as referring to the 'conversion' experience of Jewish
Christians (§4.2.1.1. and §4.2.2.1) are highly improbable. The
question for us is, Does the first premise 'Orrairres 81..1w1.w/5'71mi.
Xiota* (2.17a) agree with our observation that the meaning of
1
apaprwAoL should be seen in the context of 'staying in'? The second
vital question is, Does Paul's objection IA Tkvocro apply to both the
false premise and the logical conclusion (i.e. 2.17bc), or to the
illogical conclusion only (i.e. 2.17c)? The third question is, If
2.17c is the false inference, in what sense does 'Christ' promote
'sin'?
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4.3. ON RECOGNISING THE PATTERN OF MH CENOITO (2.17d)
In order to come to a better understanding of Paul's logic of
argument at 2.17, whether he rejected both the false premise and the
logical conclusion (2.17bc) or the illogical conclusion only (2.17c),
it is necessary to pay some attention to the phrase IA 14pocto at
2.17d. The expression An Tevouro appears fifteen times in NT, all but
one (Luke 20.16) in Paul's letters. With the exception of 6.14, 1 each
occurrence follows a question ( 2.17; 2 3.21; Rom 3.4; 3.6; 3.31; 6.2;
6.15; 7.7; 7.13; 9.14; 11.1; 11.11; 1 Cor 6.15). On the usage of 'A
Tevouro in Paul's argumentation, Lightfoot comments that it 'always
negatives a false but plausible inference from premises taken for
granted'. 3 Burton too has a similar observation: 4
When standing alone (it is otherwise only in 6.14) it invariably
follows a rhetorical question and rejects the suggested thought
as one which the previous premises, themselves accepted as true,
do not justify; and usually...a conclusion which may be
speciously but falsely deduced from his own previous statements.
A significant step forward in understanding An TevotTo was R.
Bultmann's dissertation, Der Sti1 der paulinischen Predigt und die
kynisch -stoische Diatribe in 1910, in which he demonstrated that the
phrase was typical of the diatribe. 5 Recently, however, some of
Bultmann's conclusions have been challenged and refined especially by
A.J. Malherbe, S.K. Stowers and Rhyne. 6
It is generally agreed in this discussion that Epictetus
provides a valuable comparison in usage with Pau1. 7
 When the uses of
See BAGD, '71.vopou', I.3.a (158) for LXX examples.
2
See §4.3.2.(1) below.
3
Lightfoot, Gal, p.117.
4
Burton, Gal, p.126.
5 (FRLANT 13; Glittingen: V&R, 1910; reprinted in 1984), esp. pp.66-68
on Paul. Scholars usually referred to his conclusions with regard to
Paul's use of diatribe, e.g. Schlier, Gal, p.96 n3; Mussner, Gal,
p.176 n44; Wilckens, Rom, 1:164 n435; Black, Rom, pp.14-15.
A.J. Malherbe, 'MH FENOITO in the Diatribe and Paul', HTR 73 (1980),
pp.231-40; S.K. Stowers, The Diatribe and Paul's Letter to the Romans
(SBLDS 57; Chico: Scholars, 1981); Rhyne, Faith, pp.32-59. A brief
summary of Bultmann's dissertation is found in Stowers, Diatribe,
pp.17-25, 123-24, 153-54, 177, 183.
7Cf. Malherbe, 'MH rENOIT0', p.232 n8; Stowers, Diatribe, p.229 n79;
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pi 7CVOLTO in Paul (mainly in Romans) are compared, some common
features become apparent. We suggest that some of these would in turn
help us to understand the function of Ail 7kvovro in 2.17, and also to
determine the relation of 2.18 and 2.19-20 (the function of two
7&p's) to the argument of 2.17.8
4.3.1. Some Common Features of An 7evoLto in Paul:
(1) The position of gii Tbovro: it can stand either at the
beginning of a new section or at the end. In Paul it is generally
employed to begin a new stage in the argument (Rom 3.4, 6; 6.2, 15;
7.7, 13; 11.1, 11; 1 Cor 6.15). It is also likely that IA 7ivot.To
appears at the end of Rom 3.31 to strengthen an affirmation before
moving on to Romans 4• 8 pi 7kvotto is a rhetorical device used by
Paul to deny emphatically false conclusions10 that could be drawn from
see also Rhyne, Faith, pp.34-41. The translation by W.A. Oldfather,
Epictetus: The Discourses as Reported by Arrian (LCI4 , 2 vols;
Cambridge: Harvard, 1925) is used. Occurrences of pi 7evocto are
found in 1.1.13; 1.2.35; 1.5.10; 1.8.15; 1.10.7; 1.11.23; 1.12.10;
1.26.6; 1.28.19,24; 1.29.9; 2.8.2,26; 2.23.23; 3.1.42,44; 3.7.(3)4;
3.23.13,25; 4.7.26; 4.8.26; 4.11.33,36.
8
This is also one of Oepke's contributions in describing the pattern
of Paul's argumentation with mi 7kvovro: 'Der immer stark rhetorische
Aufbau des Textes 1st tberall, wo sie vorkommt, ziemlich der gleiche:
1. paulinische Voraussetzung (ROm 3.3f und 3.5f mit et aus dem
Vorhergehenden aufgenommen), 2. daraus scheinbar logisch sich
ergebende, sachlich jedoch abzulehnende dialektisch-gegnerische
Folgerung (etwas anders nur I Kor 6.15) in Frageform, 3. Ablehnung
der Folgerung, 4. prazisierte Gegenbehauptung oder, wenn mit 7op
angekntpft (RC= 9.14f; 11.1; Gal 3.21), BegrUndung der Ablehnung'
(Gal, p.92). But Oepke insists that 2.18 only explains the question
of 2.17c, 'Die BegrUndung des pi 7evoLto erfolgt aber nich geradlinig
[rectilinear]. Dieser Umstand hat dazu verfthrt, hier zunachst eine
Erlauterung der in V.17b ausgesprochenen Frage, die BegrUndung ihrer
Verneinung dagegen erst in VV.19f finden zu wollen' (p.93).
9
Cf. Malherbe, 141 FENOIT0', p.232; Stowers, Diatribe, p.148:
'Objections and false conclusions occur at the beginnings of major
turns in the discourse or new sections of the argument'; Dunn, Rom,
1:190-91; Hays, 'Have', pp.83-88. A more detail discussion on Rom
3.27-4.25 is found in Stowers, Diatribe, pp.155-74; cf. Rhyne, Faith,
pp.63-93.
lo
Cf. Stowers, Diatribe, p.119: 'Objections and false conclusions are
closely related phenomena in the diatribe. An objection raises a
problem, contradicts or takes exception to something in the author's
line of argument. A false conclusion is indicated when the author
himself or an interlocutor states a false inference deduced from the
author's position. False conclusions are usually stated rhetorically
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his theology. It is then followed by the 'teacher' correcting the
error of 'student/s'. 11 It is usually introduced 'when the argument
has reached a point where some important thesis, basic principle or
claim is sharply stated and false inference might logically be
drawn' 12
(2) The introduction of the interlocutor's objection: the
13
objection can be introduced in various forms, and the particle an,
seems to be Paul's favourite (3.21; Rom 3.31; 7.13; [9.19]; 11.1;
11.11;	 11.19;	 1 Cor 6.15). 14 According to Malherbe,	 Paul's
'introductions always contain causal particles or have causal force,
thus connecting the false conclusion to what precedes... In Paul it is
always made clear grammatically that the objection is a false
conclusion to what he has said'. 15
(3) The objection itself: 'the objections in Epictetus and Paul
are always in the form of rhetorical questions, which already points
to their absurdity in both writers' 16 The objections are absurdities;
and usually imply an objection. Objections and false conclusions are
often the same or very similar in form'; 'It is even more unique that
so many of these objections are false conclusions. Paul uses false
conclusions far more frequently in Romans than Epictetus does in any
of his diatribe' (p.148).
11
This pedagogical characteristic is emphasized strongly by Stowers:
the intention is not polemical (Diatribe, p.153); it is 'going to
school'! (p.77); it presupposes a student-teacher relationship
(p.175); its function is to expose error and to lead him to a deeper
understanding (pp.176-77). Diatribe is defined by Stowers as
'discourse and discussions in the school where the teacher employed
the "Socratic" method of censure and protreptic. The goal of this
part of the instruction was not simply to impart knowledge, but to
transform the students, to point out error and to cure it' (p.76).
12Stowers, Diatribe, p.177; cf. pp.150-51; see further 'The Diatribe',
in GRLNT, pp.71-83.
13
The problem with Bultmann's analysis (Stil, p.10) according to
Malherbe, 'MR FENOIT0', pp.232-33 is that he had limited the
introductory formula too narrowly to Onmi and &AA' 4o;mt.v. For other
forms of introduction, see Stowers, Diatribe, pp.125-27.
14
Besides ouv, Paul has used other forms of introductions, such as:
a	 n	 f	 n
ouv; (Rom 6.15 [3.9]),	 , epouglev; (Rom 3.5), T1, ouv epougev (Rom
6.1; 7.7; 9.14), rL 74 (Rom 3.3) and &pa (2.17); see Stowers,
Diatribe, pp.133-34, 149, 231 n106.
15
Malherbe, 'MH rENOIT0', pp.234, 239.
16]
Malherbe, 'MH FENOIT0', p.235. Stowers, Diatribe, p.127: 'Both
objections and false conclusions occur in the form of questions; but
false conclusions are predominantly found as questions'; 'Paul
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they do not represent possible alternative views for Paul. 'In pagan
diatribe the objection is frequently simply a rhetorical form the
speaker uses to give greater clarity and emphasis to his thought' •17
(4) The statement that follows IA Tkpouro: Malherbe argues that
Paul always provides a reason for his rejection of the false
conclusion. 18 It is important to note that the support of per) 7kvovro
usually provides the theme (or key words) in the following
discussion. 19 The supporting statements in Paul can be quotations or
allusions to Scripture, exempla (himself; Abraham; 'ego'?), analogies
and comparisons, or contrary assertions. 20
(5) Towards a Pauline Pattern. Stowers observes that the
prefers false conclusions with their typical form as questions rather
than objections put forth as statements. An objection in the form of
a statement occurs only in [Rom] 11.19 and 4.2. Objections stated as
questions are found in [Rom] 3.1a & b, 9.19 and 4.1. False
conclusions put forth as questions occur in [Rom] 3.3, 5, 7, 8, 9,
31; 6.1, 15; 7.7, 13; 9.14; 11.1, 11' (p.134; italics mine).
171q
alherbe, 'MH rENOIT0', p.234; agreeing with Bultmann, Stil,
pp.10-11. On this Stowers draws also our attention to the danger of
'mirror-reading' too much into the objection: 'The fictitious
objector is often anonymous, colorless and almost without any
identity' (Diatribe, p.129; cf. p.135). He even concludes that 'the
imaginary interlocutor in the diatribe and Romans is not an opponent
but a student or fellow discussion partner' (p.117; see pp.79-118 for
his discussion on 'imaginary interlocutor'). See again our
clarifications on 'mirror-reading' and Paul's opponents in the
Galatian churches (§2.3. above).
181q
alherbe, 'MN rENOIT0', p.239, cf. pp.235-37; see also Stowers,
Diatribe, pp.153-54, 177. Contra Bultmann, Stil, pp.67-68, who
concludes that Paul seldom answers objections, he simply slaps down
the objection, suppresses the opposing viewpoint, and offers no
intellectual solutions, only reaches his propositions through
experience and intuition; Gaston, Paul, p.70: 'As often in Paul, such
a false conclusion is simply vehemently denied and not argued'.
19Stowers, Diatribe, p.151; Malherbe, 'MN rENOIT0', pp.236-37: 'With
the exception of Rom 3.31, which ends a section of an argument, and
perhaps Gal 2.18(7), it is characteristic of Paul that the support of
pi) Tkvouro thus introduced provides the theme of the discussion that
follows.. .The suppression of the opposing viewpoint is thus not quite
as short or abrupt as one might be led to believe by Bultmann, and we
should do well to stress the observation that a coherent statement
follows pro Tevouro in Paul'.
20See Malherbe, 'MH rENOIT0', p.236; Stowers, Diatribe, pp.136-37;
Rhyne, Faith, p.58. It is more usual for Paul to quote from or allude
to Scriptures to play this important part, e.g. Rom 3.4, [3.9-18,
4.3ff], 7.7, 9.15, [10.19], 11.2, 11.11; 1 Cor 6.16. For various
pagan forms of reaction, see Stowers, Diatribe, pp.130-33.
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structure includes the objection, rejection, reason of rejection and
new developing themes: 'In Paul and the diatribe (especially
Epictetus) the false conclusion is part of a larger form which
includes an exclamation, the objection, a rejection and a reason or
reasons for rejection'. 21 Similarly, Rhyne concludes that there is a
general pattern in Paul's use of rhetorical questions: 'a basic
pattern underlies Paul's use of questions negated by IA TLPOLTO:
assertion (of varying length), question based on a false inference
from the previous assertion, negation and immediate clarification or
grounding' 22
4.3.2. Observations on 2.17 as a Rhetorical Question:
When we compare 2.17 with other Pauline passages, some of these
7kvouro features are also found, and in our opinion it is almost
beyond doubt that 2.17 conforms to the general pattern and function
of Paul's 11.4) 7kvouro. For example, the strong rejection IA 76youro is
followed by a reason or clarification, in which Rhyne regards 2.18 as
the 'self-evident answer' and possibly 2.19-20 too, which is also
introduced by the 'ap. 23 Another important indication is the
introduction of important terms and themes for further discussion
following the rejection: 24 this would include anoftpolcw, Cciw, vomos,
XpLTTOs, Oc6s, nia-rts, if both 2.18 and 2.19-20 are regarded as
Paul's 'reasons' 25
Based upon these vital observations, we suggest that we can draw
a few important conclusions regarding the argumentation of 2.17 and
also the rhetorical structure of 2.17-20 as a whole. 2.21 looks like
a summary conclusion rounding off the argument.
(1) The objection 'XimATTOs climmptims enclitcovos;' introduced by
21
Stowers, Diatribe, p.136, cf. pp.124, 133, 151, 177.
22
See Rhyne, Faith, pp.41-58; quote on p.58.
23
Rhyne, Faith, p.52.
24
Stowers, Diatribe, p.151. Cf. pp.136, 152, 131, p.230 n97 (on cw);
p.235 n173 (on CenoftlimeLv).
251
Aalherbe, 'MH rENOIT0', p.236 regards 2.18 as 'perhaps' without
committing himself. However 2.19-20 definitely provides the main
theological terms for Paul's discussion in the letter; this seems to
coincide with Betz's expositio which sets forth four 'theses' (Gal,
p.121). But unfortunately Betz did not explain the function of the
74's in both 2.18 and 2.19.
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interrogative particle &pa (or inferential apa) should be read as a
rhetorical question and not a statement. 26
(2) 2.17c as a question should be regarded as the false
illogical conclusion drawn from correct premises, and 2.17ab should
be by all means interpreted as a realis.
27 
Thus the realis view should
concentrate on the question: how the correct premises of 2.17ab could
lead to the wrong conclusion at 2.17c. 28
(3) A strong case can, in our view, be made for regarding
2.18-20 as related directly to Paul's objection 1.6 Tipovro at the end
of 2.17d; to impose a caesura at 2.18 does not do justice to Paul's
rhetorical questioning. 29 It is Paul's customary style to support his
p
negation Kr) 7evovro by 'clarification or grounding', whether it is a
sentence or two, or a whole paragraph or even paragraphs. 30
(4) Since both 2.18 and 2.19-20 are similarly introduced by
explanatory 24p's, it is more likely that they consist of Paul's
reasons or groundings for his objection: 2.18 being the first
26,
Malherbe, 14H FENOITOV, p.234; Rhyne, Faith, pp.51-52. Rightly so by
majority of scholars: e.g. Lightfoot, Gal, p.117; Meyer, Gal,
pp.117-18; Burton, Gal, p.126; Oepke, Gal, p.93; Schlier, Gal, p.96
n3 (n2 on Bultmann's interpretation); Klein, 'Individualgeschichte',
p.189; KUmmel, 'Individualgeschichte', p.165; Betz, Gal, p.119 n56;
Bruce, Gal, p.141; Lambrecht, 'Line', p.489 n16; Kieffer, Foi,
pp.53-54; Barclay, Obeying, p.79 nil, Rhode, Gal, p.113; Fung, Gal,
p.120 n46; Watson, Paul, p.199 n92; Hansen, Abraham, p.240 n41;
Longenecker, Gal, p.90. Contra Bultmann, Moule, Borse, NJB. See also
BDF §§384, 440.2; BAGD, I.3.a (158); MHT 3:330. On
interrogative &pa or inferential &pa, see §4.6.1. below.
27
Thus the irrealis view in §4.2.1.2. is not preferable. Cosgrove,
Cross, p.138 insists that 2.17 is exceptional: 'Paul is not bound to
use IA 7evovro rhetorically always in the same way' (citing
Epictetus, Diss. 4.7.25-27 as an exception to the general rule to
justify rendering 2.17 as reductio ad absurdum). In our opinion, it
is better to keep close to Paul's rhetorical pattern, if it makes
good sense of the argument.
28Some suggest that the wrong conclusion at 2.17c could be wrongly
deduced from Paul's theology (Stowers, Diatribe, p.179), or wrongly
argued by the Galatian 'opponents' (Suhl, 'Galater', p.282), a slogan
adopted by Paul from the opponents (Betz, Gal, p.120), or even
derived from objections in the synagogue (cf. Schmithals,
'Judaisten', p.39). In our opinion, the important point is not the
origin of 2.17c, but how the false consequence relates to the correct
premises. See §4.6. below.
29
Contra Lambrecht, 'Line', pp.491-92.
30.
Rhyne, Faith, p.58; cf. R. Tannehill, Dying and Rising with Christ
(BZNW 32; Berlin: TOpelmann, 1967), p.55.
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clarification and 2.19-20 the second. 31
(5) Lastly, the structure of 2.17-20 as a whole and the
interplay of the various parts (assertion, false inference, negation
and clarifications) of the argumentation are more likely to be Paul's
own formulation. There is no evidence that 2.17abc should be regarded
as objections said either by Peter or by Paul's opponents. 32
With these observations in mind, we are confident that the
conditional clause of 2.17ab is a realis (i.e. Paul's rejection In)
TEVOLTO applies only to the false illogical conclusion, 2.17c). The
task for us is to understand how the false conclusion can be founded
on the correct premises of 2.17ab, and in what sense does 'Christ'
promote 'sin'.
31So rightly Fitzmyer, 'Gal', 47:19. Cf. Schlier, Gal, p.96: 'Paulus
verneint die Frage und begriindet dann diese Verneinung in zweifacher
Weise (twofold ways). Zuerst so, da er das Gegenteil der
Rechtfertigung in Christus in seiner Konsequenz als Obertretung
hinstellt (v.18), dann so, dall er den positiven Nachweis dafiir
dal Christus nicht der Siinde seine Dienste leiht (v.19f)'; Fung, Gal,
p.125 n81; contra Oepke, Gal, p.93.
32 Contra Feld, ‘Christus', pp.126-31 who argues that Tet.V
aucomol'ivaL is so un-Pauline that it must derive from Peter; Bouwman,
‘Christus', pp.52-53.
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4.4. THE FIRST PREMISE (2.17a)
4.4.1. Soards: Is the First Premise Correct?
According to our observations on IA 2'1,01..TO in 2.17, the first
premise (2.17a) together with 2.17b should be understood as correct
premises. But in a recent study, Soards challenges the majority view
by arguing that 'seeking to be justified' of the first premise is
inappropriate behaviour: such human activity is sin; it has made
'Christianity to be a new form of "covenantal nomism". 1 Soards
insists also that the term apapTwAds must have the same radical
meaning of apaptca as in 2.17c and must refer to 'one who is set
against the will of God' as in Rom 5.19. 2 On the grammatical side,
Soards makes two suggestions. (1) He argues that the adverbial
participle ClITOtIPTCS is not circumstantial, but should be rendered as
supplementary: to complete the idea of the verb clipOnlicv. (2) Then
he insists that the verb etpkengep should be joined to 'OrrOtIrreS
OLKatwellvaLv XpLcrrip' of 2.17a to form the protasis leaving behind
Kat aZtot amagnwAol. (part of 2.17b) to form the apodosis.3
On the theological side, Soards' argument depends very much on
his interpretation of the participle 'seeking' ((rrOtPTCS) and the
concept of 'faith' (ULITTLS). He argues that the verb otelp expresses
the idea of 'striving to attain something that one presently does not
have' and it is 'an activity generated completely by humans that
ultimately does not extend from the activity of God' (p.245). And
this 'seeking' is in direct contrast to TITTLS, which is defined as
coming from God. 'Faith' is, as he puts it: 4
not something humans do of their own accord... TaTTLS is an
active force that came into the human realm; in fact it was
revealed (Gal 3.23). RICTLS is a [sic] fruit of , the spirit (Gal
5.22) that in the human context hears (11 &KorA RIAMCWS, Gal 3.2,
5). Thus humans believe ( Taxt.v) as the spirit grows faith in
their lives and that faith hears [the gospel].
Soards, 'Seeking', p.247.
2
Soards, 'Seeking', p.246. The other view (apaptcoA6s as one who is
outside the law) is discussed but rejected, cf. pp.239-41.
3
Soards, 'Seeking', p.244. Thus 2.17 is translated as: 'But if we
were found seeking to be justified in Christ, indeed we ourselves are
sinners - then is Christ an agent of sin? Certainly not!' (p.243;
note the comma inserted after the word 'Christ').
4Soards, 'Seeking', p.245 (italics mine).
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Thus Soards concludes that Orrap as a human endeavor is contrary to
divine activity. 5
Based upon Rom 10.3 and 10.20, where Israel's 'seeking' and
God's 'rejection' seem to be found together, Soards argues that 'God
breaks into the lives, not of those seeking God, but of the very ones
not seeking' (p.246). So he argues further, in 2.17, when SucaLot y is
coupled with CVETZV it implies that such behaviour is inappropriate:
'Divine initiative does not produce seeking that results in humans
having an encounter with God; in fact, this verse may mean that
seeking is antithetical to God's self-revelation to humans' (p.246).
Therefore Soards concludes that 'for Paul, in "seeking to be
justified in Christ" human beings declare that justification is not
the work of God alone and that God needs or requires human assistance
in order to actualize justification' and so if 'one is found, as
Cephas was and as the Galatians are, "seeking to be justified in
Christ", then, one is a sinner' (p.248). 2.17c becomes then the
logically wrong inference drawn from the activity: 'if such seeking
is necessary then Christ has furthered sin's cause; he has not
redeemed humanity from its plight'.6
But, does Soards understand the grammatical construction of
2.17a correctly? Is he not reading too much into the verb Orra y and
misunderstanding the meaning of it? Furthermore, we find his
interpretation of citgapTwAot faulty, 7 and his explanation of 'faith'
(NLCTLS) highly questionable and in danger of confusing different
meanings of TUTTLS used by Paul in the letter. 8 For the time being we
5Soards, 'Seeking', p.245. Cf. 'Living "in Christ" one relates to God
in faith (or trust) and is no longer driven by sin's deception,
"seeking to be justified", as are those living in the present evil
age. Paul's gospel is this: One who lives by the gracious power of
God "in Christ" is free - free from the endless endeavors of the
self-maintained righteousness of the law ("seeking to be justified")
and free for living in the spirit, walking in the spirit, waiting for
the hope of justification which is the work of God' (p.250).
1,6
Soards, 'Seeking', p.248. He prefers apa the illative or inferential
particle to &pa the interrogative particle, but maintains that 2.17c
is an inferential question (p.239).
7
See §3.2.3 above on apapTwAa in 2.15 and §4.5.2. below.
8
For example, in 3.23, ULCTLS refers to the objective revelation of
God in historical perspective (cf. Betz, (a/, p.176 n120); but in
5.22, 711,CTLS refers to the virtue of 'faithfulness' (Betz, Gal, p.288
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will not discuss the meaning of agavrwAot in 2.17b, but we will
concentrate on his (mis)understanding of the verb Orrav, especially
when he seems to ignore the relationship of 2.17a to 2.16.
4.4.2. The Meaning of OrreIV:
H. Greeven defines the verb: 'Cirreiv covers the seeking of man
and the orientation of his will in the widest sense'. 9
 The verb is
used some four hundred times in the LXX to translate *?:1.. It can be
used in the religious sense to describe human relationship to God, to
denote 'the conscious turning of the Israelites to their God with all
their being, or that of Yahweh to his people' . 1° It is also used
positively in 1QS 1.1-2: '...that they may seek God with a whole
heart and soul, and do what is good and right before Him'; 11
 'seeking
God' is honoured as a positive attitude.
The verb OrtaV is used some twenty times in the Pauline
epistles. 12 For Paul the verb can be used in different contexts:
positively (as in Rom 2.7; 1 Cor 14.12; Col 3.1; cf. Matt 6.33,
7.7-11); negatively (Rom 11.3; 1 Cor 1.22; 2 Cor 13.3; Phil 2.21; cf.
John 5.18, 7.18); and in both ways (1 Cor 4.2; 10.24, 33; 2 Cor
12.14). 13 According to Paul at least, the action of 'seeking' is not
judged right or wrong in itself, but in relation to its objective:
what one is seeking. It is only judged wrong when the objective is
wrong.
As for Rom 10.3 (the text Soards based his interpretations on),
Paul did not say unbelieving Jews are judged wrong because of their
CUOZVTCS; quite clearly, Paul refers to their Tilv taLMV
[81..KaLOTLV7Iv] CnTannES mricrat, ('seeking to establish their own
[righteousness]'). There is an emphasis on the infinitive 0"EnTML ('to
n158); and only in 3.2, 5 Ni.CTLS refers to the human response in
believing (Betz, Gal, p.133 n50). Cf. Cranfield, Rom, 2:697-98.
9
H. Greeven, Tirrew', TDNT 2:892-93, here p.893.
10
H.-G. Link, 'Seek ((rrkto)', NIDNTT 3:530-32, here p.531; cf. S.
Wagner, `vij›3', TDOT 2:229-41, esp. pp.236-39.
11
ET in Vermes, DSS, p.62.
12
Gal 1.10; 2.17; Rom 2.7; 3.11; 10.3, 20; 11.3; 1 Cor 1.22; 4.2;
7.27[2x]; 10.24, 33; 13.5; 14.12; 2 Cor 12.14; 13.3; Phil 2.21; Col
3.1; 1 Thess 2.6; cf. 1 Tim 2.16.
13,
Acknowledged also by Soards, 'Seeking', p.245.
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establish') and the possessive adjective 181av ('their own'), which
claims that aucaiwiwn belongs only to Jews and there is no place for
Gentiles. 14 It is not the 'seeking' itself that makes them wrong.
Similarly, in Rom 10.20 (quoting Isa 65.1) the salvation of God comes
upon the Gentiles not because of their 'non-seeking', but despite
their non-seeking. 15
From the above observation one can hardly agree with Soards'
questionable interpretaton: 'seeking is antithetical to God's self-
revelation to humans' 16 Quite to the contrary, as Link puts it: 17
Paul gives the clearest statement of the contrast between man's
self-assertion and his seeking of God when he rebukes Israel for
wanting to establish its own righteousness (Rom 10.3), and sets
over against it the way of faith which seeks to attain to
righteousness in Christ (Gal 2.17).
4.4.3. The Meaning of L, XpLcrq (in 2.17a):
This 'in Christ' phraseology in its various forms appears a
total of one hundred and sixty four times in the Pauline writings
apart from the Pastorals. 18 In Galatians, the prepositional phrase
occurs in basically two forms: L, XpLmq ('Ilicra) in 1.22, 2.4, 2.17,
3.14, 3.26, 3.28 and 5.6; L, /maw in 5.10 (cf. kV v4Ly in 3.11, 3.21
and 5.4).
The original study, Die neutestamentliche Formel 'in Christo
Jesu', by Deismann sparked off a heated debate, and the debate has
14 So Wright, 'Paul', pp.82-83; Sanders, PUP, pp.36-45, esp. p.38;
RAisânen, Paul, p.174; Jesus, pp.30-32; Williams, 'Righteousness',
pp.282-83; Dunn, 'Works', JPL, p.223; Rom, 2:587-88; Ziesler, Rom,
pp.256-57; Longenecker, Eschatology, pp.218-19. See also BAGD,
'L6Los'; LSJ, qat,os'; BDF §286. Contra Cranfield, Rom, 2:515;
Westerholm, Israel's Law, pp.114-116.
15See Cranfield, Rom, 2:540; Dunn, Rom, 2:631; cf. Morris, Rom, p.395.
Soards's comment seems to imply that God favours the 'not-seeking' as
such ('Seeking', p.246).
16Soards, 'Seeking', p.246. Similarly, we do not find Guthrie's
comment ('the apostle thinks of it as a quest requiring effort.
Indeed, the expression is particularly appropriate for those who, in
spite of being Christians, imagine their own effort will contribute
something to secure acceptance with God'; Gal, p.88) helpful at all.
17
Link, NIDNTT, 3:532. Similarly, Kieffer, Foi, p.58 identifies the
'seeking' here as an act of faith; cf. Meyer, Gal, p.117.
18
Longenecker, Gal, p.152 citing the figure of A. Deissmann, Die
neutestamentliche Formel 1 2.n Christo Jesu' (Marburg: Elwert, 1892).
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not yet been settled. A number of serious studies have then emerged,
and the debate is still continuing.
19
The meaning of Z1, Xpurq has to be considered carefully, each
occurrence in its own context. There are at least two factors that
contribute to our difficulties in understanding it: the preposition
EV has become highly versatile and has a variety of meanings besides
the spatial sense; 20 the possible imitation of the Hebrew construction
with a in the instrumental sense. 21 Thus we should be cautious not to
attribute mere locative sense in every occurrence.
In Paul there are instances where the 'formula' is used as a
synonym for 'Christian' 22 or in the instrumental and causal sense.
23
19Just to mention a few important ones: E. Lohmeyer, XpLo-W, in
Festgabe fUr A. Deissmann (TUbingen, 1927), pp.218-57; A. Schweitzer,
The Mysticism of Paul the Apostle (ET; London: Black, 1931); E.
Kdsemann, Leib und Leib Christi (Tlibingen: JCB Mohr, 1933); F.
Biichsel, "In Christus" bei Paulus', ZNW 42 (1949), Pp.141-58; E.
Best, One Body in Christ (London: SPCK, 1955); M. Bouttier, En
Christ (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1962); Christianity
According to Paul (ET; London: SCM, 1966); F. Neugebauer, 'Das
paulinische "in Christo", NTS 4 (1957-58), pp.124-38; In Christus;
A. Wikenhauser, Pauline Mysticism (ET; NY: Herder & Herder, 1960); W.
Kramer, Christ, Lord, Son of God (ET; London: SCM, 1966), esp.
pp.141-46; Kuss, Rom, pp.319-81; C.F.D. Moule, The Origin of
Christology (Cambridge: CUP, 1977), pp.47-96 ('The Corporate
Christ'); A.J.M. Wedderburn, 'The Body of Christ and Related Concepts
in 1 Corinthians', SJT 24 (1971), pp.74-96; 'Some Observations on
Paul's Use of the Phrases "in Christ" and "with Christ", JSNT 25
(1985), pp.83-97. It is quite impossible to list all the major works
on this topic, for fuller bibliographical reference, see: BAGD,
I.5.d (259); TDNT 2:537; Fitzmyer, 'Pauline Theology', 82:121.
Undoubtedly, we agree with Moule, Origin, p.68 and Wedderburn,
'Some', p.91 that this extremely complex issue demands more
systematic work.
201q
oule, Origin, p.54; Wedderburn, 'Some', pp.84-86. Thus BAGD, 'ev'
has classified the different usage cautiously under four categories:
place, time, causal or instrumental, and various other uses. W.
Elliger, qv', EDNT 1:447-49 has five categories instead. See also
BDF §§195, 218-20; Harris, NIDNTT 3:1190-92.
21
BDF §219; BAGD,	 III (260). See Elliger, EDNT 1:448 (1 and 4).
221q
0u1S, Origin, p.54 lists 1 Cor 3.1 and Rom 9.1. Cf. Bultmann,
Theology, 1:329; Conzelmann, Outline, p.209.
231qOule, Origin, pp.54-55, cites Gal 2.17 and 1 Cor 1.2, but indicates
clearly that 'there are overtones to which a mere English "by" or
"through" hardly does justice'; cf. Conzelmann, Outline, pp.210-11.
The instrumental sense is stressed particularly by Biichsel, Bouttier
and Wedderburn. For example, Wedderburn, 'Some', pp.88-90 draws on
the use of Cy with reference to Abraham in 3.8-9, 14, 16 to argue for
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But Moule insists that 'there remains a residue of occurrences where
it is difficult to escape the impression that Paul is using Z y with a
name for Christ in a genuinely (though metaphorically) locative
sense....Christ (or the Lord) seems to be the "place", the locus
where believers are found' 24
It is quite obvious that the 'formula' indicates close
relationship between individuals and Christ. 25 But scholars are
divided on how to envisage that 'relationship'. Dunn 26 distinguishes
four major views in regard to this 'in Christ' formula in recent
debate: (1) the objective saving work of Christ [for which he cites
Neugebauer, Kramer, and Conzelmann]; (2) the community of faith, i.e.
the ecclesiological view [citing Kdsemann]; 27 (3) Christ as a
corporate personality [citing Best]; 28 (4) Christ as a sort of
atmosphere in which Christians live, i.e. the mystical view [citing
Deissmann]. 29 In contrast, Dunn has put the emphasis on the dynamic
the instrumental sense; cf. 'Body', pp.88-90. Longenecker, Gal, p.153
identifies 2.17 (3.14 and 5.10) under this category.
241Aoule, Origin, pp.55-56. He includes Rom 8.1; 16.7; 1 Cor 15.22; 2
Cor 5.17; Phil 3.8-9 as clear examples; Longenecker, Gal, p.153 has
Gal 2.4, 3.26, 3.28, 5.6 under this category.
25
BAGD, 'iv', I.5.d (259-60); Davies, Paul, p.87. It is understood
that prepositional phrases indicate close relationship between Christ
and believers; cf. Fitzmyer, 'Pauline Theology', 82:116; W.
Grundmann, 'XpLEV, TDNT 9:550.
26
Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit (London: SCM, 1975), p.324.
27]
Probably we can include Bultmann, Theology, 1:311-14, 327-29; Betz,
Gal, p.119: 'this "seeking to be justified" is done by participation
in the "body of Christ" (cf. p.186).
28
This concept of 'corporate personality' has been questioned strongly
by J.R. Porter, 'The Legal Aspects of the Concept of "Corporate
Personality" in the Old Testament', VT 15 (1965), pp.361-80 and J.W.
Rogerson, 'The Hebrew Conception of Corporate Personality: a
Re-examination', JTS (1970), pp.1-16; cited by Wedderburn, 'Some',
p.97 n52. It appears to us that Moule's 'inclusive personality' might
fall under this category also: 'Paul does seem to conceive of the
living Christ as more than individual, while still knowing him
vividly and distinctly as fully personal. He speaks of Christian life
as lived in an area which is Christ; he speaks of Christians as
incorporated in him... [He] was found to be more than individual. He
was found to be an "inclusive" personality. And this means, in
effect, that Paul was led to conceive of Christ as any theist
conceives of God: personal, indeed, but transcending the individual
category' (Origin, p.95).
29
Deissmann, Paul, p.140; also argued by Turner as 'The Mystical En',
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aspect: 'a consciousness of Christ' • 30
For our present purpose, we are concerned with 2.17a in its
context. Against Soards' argument that 'seeking justification in
Christ' is a sinful act, we notice that the ,11, ('ITimoi3)
formula' is never used in any negative sense in the letter: the
churches in Judaea -rats kv XpLaT(2) (1.22); 31
 the freedom which
believers have L, Xpco-TW 'Iwo r) (2.4); 32 the blessing of Abraham might
come Z y Xpic? 'InTa (3.14); 33 believers are all chiur	 ldren of God kip
Xpurw 'Ican	 (3.26); 34 belir	 evers are all one 6; XpLati) 'Inca
(3.28); 35 for cv XpLcrrq) 'InToZ neither circumcision nor uncircumcision
counts for anything (5.6). 36
We also notice that Paul uses various verbs in the positive
Grammatical, pp.118-22; MHT 3:262-64.
30
Dunn, Jesus, p.324; cf. Rom, 1:324: 'the idea of redemptive power as
enacted "in Christ"... the whole thought here is still under the
influence of 5.12-21: "in Christ" as part of eschatological humanity.
Hence the cv XpLo-ri) denotes not mere location, but something more
dynamic in terms of relationship'. Cf. Grundmann, TDNT 9:550
interprets Christ as the spiritual field of force.
31Cf. 1 Cor 1.2; Phil 1.1; Col 1.2; 1 Thess 1.1; 2 Thess 1.1; [Eph
1.1]. 1 Thess 2.14 has a similar reference to 'churches in Judaea 6;
XpLaTW
32 
'Freedom' is one of the major themes in the letter: the noun
.kAcuOcaa appears four times (2.4; 5.1, 13[2x]; cf. Rom 8.21; 1 Cor
10.29; 2 Cor 3.17); the adjective kAcLeepos six times (3.28; 4.22,
23, 26, 30, 31; cf. Rom 6.20; 7.3; 1 Cor 7.21, 22, 39; 9.1, 19;
12.13; Col 3.11; [Eph 6.8]); the verb Acvdep6w once (5.1; cf. Rom
6.18, 22; 8.1, 21). The other verb Coviopkw ('redeem') in 3.13 and
4.5 also carries the idea of freedom. Cf. Betz, Gal, p.255 n24;
Barclay, Obeying, pp.108-110.
33.
Besides 'blessing' (3.14) and 'freedom' (2.4), Paul has a number of
expressions for this new life-principle: redemption (Rom 3.24; cf.
8.2; Col 1.14; [Eph 1.7]); eternal life (Rom 6.11, 23; cf. 2 Tim
1.1); love of God (Rom 8.39); grace of God (1 Cor 1.4; cf. 2 Tim
2.1); 'yes' (2 Cor 1.19-20); will of God (1 Thess 5.18); upward
calling of God (Phil 3.14). Cf. grace in kindness (Eph 2.7); promise
(Eph 3.6); truth (Eph 4.21); salvation (2 Tim 2.10).
34
See also 4.5-7; Rom 8.14-17, 23; 9.4-5; [Eph 1.5]. The word vs as
Christological title: 'Son of God' four times (2.20; Rom 1.4; 2 Cor
1.19; [Eph 4.13]); 'his Son' or 'the Son' thirteen times (1.16; 4.4,
6; Rom 1.3, 9; 5.10; 8.3, 29, 32; 1 Cor 1.9; 15.28; Col 1.13; 1 Thess
1.10)
35
Cf. Rom 10.12; 12.5; 1 Cor 12.13; Col 3.11; [Eph 2.21-22].
36
This 'neither...nor...but' construction also appears in 6.15 and 1
Cor 7.19; cf. Martyn, 'Apocalyptic', pp.410-24.
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sense with the 'cv XpLorty 'Inma formula': sanctified L, Xptrq
'Irprot (1 Cor 1.2); grace of God was given you kv Xptmq 'Inra (1
Cor 1.4); in every way you were enriched
	 abq (1 Cor 1.5); all be
made alive cv xpLaTi) 'Incroil (1 Cor 15.22); leads us in triumph LP Tc?
Xpcom? (2 Cor 2.14; kv ocirri, in Col 2.15); the veil is taken away cv
Xpto-n? (2 Cor 3.14); God reconciling the world L, Xptrtil (2 Cor
5.19); we might become righteousness of God v abq (2 Cor 5.21);
you have come to fulness of life &? a-tree (Col 2.10), etc."
From these various expressions with ' 'ky Xptarri,' we can deduce
that the formula is used to express close relationship between Christ
and Christians and to cover the whole of Christian experience, from
initial acceptance by God to the final vindication.
But then we still have to ask, what is the meaning of v Xptrtre
in 2.17a? Two explanations are possible. If we draw attention to the
parallel expressions of && laCTEWS 'Inra Xptrtot and & N1MTCWS
XptorroZ in 2.16 and its instrumental use in 'cy vomy ovacts
Oticatarrat' (3.11; cf. Rom 5.9, v TW aVgatc), it is quite possible
that L, is instrumental: an imitation of LXX and an equivalent of
38Sta. But in light of the expressions XpLaT3 Tupco-roc6pwat ('I have
been crucified with Christ') and 4LA XptrrOs ('Christ in me') in
the following argument of 2.19-20, the full force of locative Zy
would be quite likely. 39 Certainty is quite impossible; we would only
suggest that the preposition cv might be specially chosen because it
is flexible enough for Paul to move from one sense to another in the
37
Other reterences in Ephesians include: grace (1.6); salvation
accomplished by God (1.20); raised and seated in the heavenly places
(2.6); created for good works (2.10); now brought near in Christ
(2.13); have boldness and confidence (3.12); forgiveness (4.32);
receive inheritance in Christ (1.11-14). See also the list in T.W.
Manson, On Paul and John (SBT 38; London: SCM, 1963), p.77.
38So Burton, Gal, p.124; Oepke, TDNT 2:542; Gal, p.92 n228; Bonnard,
Gal, p.54; Fitzmyer, 'Gal', 47:20; Wedderburn, 'Some', p.89; Reumann,
Righteousness, p.56; Kieffer, Foi, p.58; Longenecker, Gal, p.89.
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1AGD, 'cv', I.5.d (260). Cf. Hays, Faith, pp.250-51: 'Christians are
justified precisely because they participate in the crucified and
justified Messiah, whose destiny embodies theirs. This compatibility
of the two motifs appears most clearly in Gal 2.17, where Paul uses
th e-- expression StoctwOnvat cv Xptrve. Here justification and
participation in Christ is merged'; Matera, Gal, p.95; Ziesler, Gal,
p.27: 'in the sphere of Christ's power'.
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argument. 40
4.4.4. The Meaning of SucaLwOivaL:
What does the aorist infinitive Succuoftwas. refer to? Does it
refer only to the initial act of conversion, the 'getting in' process
(cf. Rom 5.1)? For those who assume that the aorist tense must have
referred to action in the past, they would insist that 2.17a refers
to the act of conversion and so reject the possibility that 2.17b
'being found sinners' might even refer to post-conversion acts. 41
But we do not think it is necessary to limit the sense of
81.4caLw17)vou only to the initial act of conversion. In 5.5, reference
is clearly made to the future aspect of aucaLoalmll (cf. Rom 5.19). 42
In 2.16 the verb OucaL6w is used in three tenses (45LKaLarrat,
aticaLwawcv, aLscaL(q041TeraL), probably to indicate the whole process
of Christian experience, from initial acceptance to final
vindication. 43 The future, eschatological aspect (cf. Rom 1.17; 3.20;
5.9-10) must be held in conjunction with the present reality (cf. Rom
5.1; 5.9; 1 Cor 6.11).
We should also notice the use of aorist verbs in Rom 8.29-30:
f
7WETVW ('he foreknew'), npowpLcrev ('he predestined'), ermAccrel, ('he
called'), L3Locatucev ('he justified'), takaTcv ('he glorified').
Paul uses a series of aorists to describe the divine purpose of God
in His acts to cover the whole salvation process from beginning to
end. The aorist tense does not necessarily apply only or exclusively
40
Sometimes, ambiguity might be Paul's technique (cf. Barclay,
Obeying, pp.140, 204; §3.4.2. on 'flesh'). Compare also Moule's
cautious warning (Origin, p.55) and Fung's 'combination of both the
locative and instrumental sense' (Gal, p.119).
41
E.g. Lightfoot, Gal, p.117; Schlier, Gal, p.95; Bruce, p.140; Klein,
'Individualgeschichte', pp.190-91; Kümmel, 'Individualgeschichte',
p.164; Suhl, 'Galaterbrief', pp.3106-3108; Fung, Gal, p.119; Zerwick
and Grosvenor, Grammatical Analysis, p.568; Rhyne, Faith, p.51;
Wechsler, Geschichtsbild, pp.381-82.
42,
As Betz, Gal, p.262 puts it: 'burls SuccuocZyns ("hope of
righteousness") spells out the eschatological character of the
Christian salvation - "justification by faith" is a matter of "hope"
in God'. Cf. Bultmann, Theology, 1:273-74; Reumann, Righteousness,
p.58, cf. p.383; Seebass & Brown, NIDNTT 3:365; Barclay, Obeying,
p.93; Fitzmyer, 'Gal', 47:29; 'Rom', 51:61; Morris, Rom, p.146. For
other interpretations on 5.5, see Fung, Gal, pp.224-28, 232-35.
43See §3.3.4 (p.146); cf. Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, pp.207-208.
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45
to past events.
44
Thus it is not necessary to limit the aorist aucaLwOnvat to the
'getting in' conversion act; the aorist 8LKaLw6iwat. can also include
the seeking of justification as an ongoing goal. 45
 2.17a may indeed
refer to the whole process of continuing 'staying in' before the
final eschatological vindication by God.
4.4.5. The Meaning of C7ROZVICS in Relation to 2.17b:
Another question is how to relate the participle Cirravtes to
c
cupeenmcv Kai airrol CciimprwAoL (2.17b). Since the participle OITOtInCS
is anarthrous, 46 it is probably of circumstantial (adverbial) use:
'denoting some attendant circumstance and qualifying the main verb
like an adverbial phrase or clause' . 47 It is indeed quite difficult to
render the adverbial participle precisely. Some have read the
participle as the reason why 'we were found sinners'; 48 others as the
time when 'we were found sinners'; 49 still others as the means through
which 'we were found sinners' •50 We should be cautious not to read too
much into the adverbial participle, but to render it vaguely as
'while' (following KJV, NAS and NIV). We do not think 2.17a tells us
441
While it is noted that glorification refers to the future completion
of God's saving purpose and predestination, election and calling to
the past, 'justification' could refer to either the initial 'getting
in' (as in Rom 5.1 and I Cor 6.11) or to the future (as in Rom 2.13),
or 'indeed the whole process of salvation linking these two decisive
moments' (Dunn, Rom, 1:485).
See Burton, Gal, p.129; Dunn, 'New Perspective', JPL, p.208;
Gal (ms), p.9. With this possible meaning of SucouwalvaL, it is indeed
not improper to read 2.17b 'sinners' as referring to post-conversion
experience, especially when the Antioch incident (2.11-14) is in the
background, see §4.5.2. below.
46
It is not very proper for Betz, Gal, p.119 to render the participle
adjectivally as 'we who are seeking'; criticised by Lyons, Pauline,
p.93 n76.
47Smyth, Greek Grammar, §2046 (cited Soards, 'Seeking', p.238). On the
uses of participles, see BDF §§411-24; MHT 3:150-62.
48
This rendering in the causal sense is by far the most common among
commentators, e.g. Lightfoot, Gal, p.116; Fung, Gal, p.119; Bligh,
Gal, p.199; Schmithals, Paul, p.75, referring to conversion.
49
For example, Bruce, Gal, p.140 and Becker, Gal, p.30 refer to the
time of conversion; but Lietzmann, Gal, p.15 puts the emphasis on the
consequence of conversion.
50
As rendered by Mussner, Gal, p.176; Rhyne, Faith, p.51.
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the reason why or how 'we were found sinners'; but it may indicate
the circumstances within which 'we were found sinners'. The reason
why and how 'we were found sinners' (2.17b) may indeed be found
elsewhere, probably in the context of the Antioch Incident
(2.11-1.4), 	 we shall discuss next.
In sum, besides the continuing ambiguity of cy XpLata, our
discussion has indicated that 2.17a is a correct premise. This is in
fact consistent with the use of IA 2$4vovro elsewhere: the objection
is raised not against the premise/s, but against the inferential
question. The real problem and debate between Paul and the other
Jewish Christians centre on why they disagree on 'Christ a minister
of sin' (2.17c). By now we should have demonstrated that Soards'
suggestion ('seeking' equivalent to 'sinning') is quite untenable.
Our discussion has also indicated that 'seeking to be justified
in Christ' (2.17a) may refer to the continuing 'staying in' process
until the final eschatological vindication by God. 52 Furthermore, we
think the adverbial participial clause of 2.17a refers not to the
reason or how one becomes a sinner in the act of conversion, but
simply indicates the circumstances upon which 'we (Jewish
Christians) 53 were found sinners' (2.17b).
51
This is rightly maintained by Burton, Gal, pp.124-31 and argued
convincingly by Kieffer, Foi, pp.55-59; cf. pp.17-24. Though
Longenecker, Gal, pp.80-81 rightly renders the participle as 'while',
he fails to read 2.17b in the Antioch context and thus errs (in our
opinion) by interpreting twagrwAoL in the ethical sense (pp.89-90).
52
Cf. Tannehill, Dying, p.56: 'the continuative present participle
[iTtotnarres] is not equivalent to the aorist knurreuTagey in v.16, but
refers to the life of faith which Paul, and those with him, have been
leading'.
53
See §4.5.1.
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4.5. THE SECOND PREMISE (2.17b)
It is important that we should try to understand 2.17b as a
correct premise in accordance with Paul's general pattern of
argumentation using Ah 14VOLTO. Despite this crucial rhetorical
observation, there are still uncertainties concerning the sense of
apaptuaol. and the meaning and circumstances of how 'even we ourselves
were found [to be] sinners' (cblakengev Kai airrol tcpagrwAoL). Once
again, in our opinion, the proper way to understand the argument of
2.17b is to set it in the context of the Antioch episode.
4.5.1. The Meaning of etpkOnACV Kat airrol:
c •
	 )
The main verb cupeOngev is qualified by Kai. avroc in connection
with twavroAoL. The plural pronoun attoi in its intensive use goes
with the unexpressed subject 'we' of the verb etpktingev meaning 'we
ourselves'. 2 The conjunction Kai is used here rather as an adverb, in
the intensive/ascensive sense, 'even'. 3
According to BAGD, the verb clyncrKw ('find, discover') used in
the figurative sense means 'intellectual discovery based upon
reflection, observation, examination, or investigation'. 4
 Sometimes
the verb cupLcrKw is complemented by participle and infinitive; at
times an unexpressed infinitive dvaL ('to be') has to be supplied:
So Rhyne, Faith, p.52; Stowers, Diatribe, p.179. This rhetorical
observation is also vital for our understanding of Paul's argument in
2.17c. In the next section we shall investigate in more detail how
and why the wrong inference may be drawn from correct premises
according to the general pattern and function of An TCVOLTO.
I2
If the pronoun a-1.mm stands alone, it could be used as personal
pronoun 'they' (emphatic or unemphatic). If it goes with a noun in
attributive position (between the article and the noun), it functions
like an adjective meaning 'the same'; if it stands in predicate
position (before , ors after the noun), it means 'themselves'. In the
case of 2.17b, auToL qualifies the verb (cf. Luke 24.39, 22.71). See
BDF §§283(4), 288; Moule, Idiom, pp.118-22; W. Radl, EDNT
1:179-80.
•3
BAGD, 'KW, 11.2 (393); cf. 1 Cor 2.10; 2 Cor 1.8; and possibly Rom
3.26b. Thus some translations have taken care to render the sense of
2	 /
autoc: 'we ourselves' (RSV, NRSV, NIV); 'we ourselves also' (KJV,
NASB); 'we too' (NJB). But NAB ('we are shown to be sinners') seems
to miss out the emphatic Kai. airroL.
C	 *4
BAGD, I cupLa.KW, 2 (325); cf. H. Preisker, 'cupta.KW, TDNT 2:769-70.
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'to find (someone) to be (something)'. 5 In our case here, an
infinitive amt. could be supplied between cwacewev Kat. MUTCA and
apaprwAoL to complete the sense: 'even we ourselves were found to be
sinners' . 6
c
Since the verb cupethwev is in the passive voice, there is some
speculation with regard to by whom or what 'we were found sinners':
by qod, by non-Christian Jews, by opponents, by their own erroneous
conscience, by their own self-awareness, etc. 7 Since Paul did not
inform us exactly by whom or what, it is better not to overpress the
passive force or to be over-confident in our speculation. 8
But what is the identity of 'we' in the main verb eta0wein The
most sensible way is to read the first person plural 'we' as relating
back to the emphatic limas in 2.15-16 (gas (*EL 'Iovaatot....KaZ
c	 9
WeLS...), and so regard the unexpressed subject 'we' as the same
subject 'we', Jewish Christians (including Paul and Peter) in the
preceding discussion. 10 There is no indication that Paul has shifted
away from the 'we' as Jewish Christians to someone else. Thus we are
puzzled by Betz's insistence that the subject 'we' has already
changed from Jewish Christians at 2.15-16 to Gentile Christians at
2.17! 11 At this point, we would say, Paul is still using the example
5See BAGD, 'cupurKw, 1.c and 2 (325); BDF §416(2).
6Cf. Hays, 'Have', p.82. The complement (the unexpressed cum. plus
predicate nominative or adjective) could follow the main verb viipLalcw
(as in 1 Cor 15.15 and here at 2.17) or precede the verb (in 1 Car
4.2; 2 Car 5.3).
7Cf. Klein, 'Individualgeschichte', p.187; Lambrecht, 'Line', p.490
n25; Mussner, Gal, p.177; Kieffer, Foi, pp.58-59.
8So rightly warns Burton, Gal, p.125; Mussner, Gal, p.177: 'Von wem
"erfunden worden waren"? Das sagt Paulus nicht'.
9So rightly, Suhl, 'Galaterbrief', p.3107: 'daB Kal MLT01 (auch
selbst [wir]) V.17ag auf scat. 'Wets (auch/sogar wir) V.16, und dieses
wiederum auf was (wir) V.15 zuriickbezogen ist'; contra Klein,
'Individualgeschichte', p.190. Klein's problem arises basically
because of his erroneous rendering of 2.15 as a separate statement
which is not continued into 2.16. See our clarifications at §3.2.4
and §3.3.7.
10So Meyer, Gal, p.117; Burton, Gal, p.125; Lagrange, Gal, p.49;
'Individualgeschichte', p.164; Schlier, Gal, p.95; Mussner,
Gal, p.176; Cousar, Gal, p.50; Barclay, Obeying, p.78; Rohde, Gal,
p.113; Wechsler, Geschichtsbild, p.381: 'Kat ATOL nimmt Kat ilpets in
V.16 auf, es geht also wie bereits in V.15 um Judenchristen'.
11
Betz, Gal, pp.119-20. If Paul had in mind the experience of Gentile
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of Jewish Christians as a test case for the Galatian Gentile
-Christians. 12 Therefore, the question is, how even 'we' Jewish
Christians were found to be 'atimprwAW 13.
4.5.2. The Meaning of twarawAoi ('Sinners'):
What does it mean to be found l OcpapTwAoL' if set against the
background of the Antioch Incident? At §3.2.3. we argued that the
meaning of CepapTwAoi in the Jewish background can cover a range of
different senses. Sometimes CcisocgrwAoi is used almost as a technical
term for Gentiles because they are `Torah-less'; at times it is used
by some Jews (as 'insiders') as a factional term to accuse other Jews
(as 'outsiders') who do not share their views or observe the Torah in
accordance with their interpretation. Thus the meaning of ocimprwAol.
depends very much on the person or party who uses the term and how
he/she defines the boundary for acceptance in sectarian debates.
Since the term &magrwAoi covers a range of different meanings,
one should be extremely cautious in determining its usage here in
2.17. It is therefore important that its meaning should be guided by
the immediate context, and not by Romans (e.g. 3.7, 5.8, 19, 7.13).
Though it is generally agreed that the meaning of klapTwAot in
2.17b should be similar to 2.15, 14 there is still considerable debate
Christians rather than the same subject matter (the experience of
Jewish Christians) in 2.15-16, which implies a rather sharp break in
thought, one would expect at least a clearer indication by Paul. But
unfortunately there is no such evidence that Paul had changed the
basic subject matter at this point yet; cf. 3.1, '0 foolish
Galatians!' See also Wechsler's criticism, Geschichtsbild, pp.381-82
n474.
12Cf. Barclay, Obeying, p.83: 'Paul has been chiefly concerned with
the identity and life-style of Jewish-Christians'.
13
There is a sense of progression compared to Gentile mpaprwAm. in
2.15 (cf. Longenecker, Gal, p.89). But Suhl's rendering of 2.17b
seems to miss out the ascensive sense of Kat in conjunction with
c14;4 1,71mcv: 'Das awkernicv KW1 AmaprwAot (auch wir sind als
Sunder erfunden worden) setzt kein neues Datum, sondern nimmt
lediglich auf, was V.15 zumindest schon mitschwang, fUr die
theologische Erkentnis des Paulus aber ohnehin selbstverstândlich
ist' ('Galaterbrief', p.3108; italics mine). See again ,our criticism
of Suhl's rendering of 2.15 that Jews are also apapTwAot., §3.2.2.
14:
E.g. Burton, Gal, p.125; Oepke, Gal, p.92; Lagrange, Gal, p.49;
Schlier, Gal, p.95 n6; Tannehill, Dying, p.56; Betz, Gal, p.120 n63;
Fitzmyer, 'Gal', 47:20; Rhyne, Faith, p.51; Fung, Gal, p.119; Baird,
'Gal', p.1207; Barclay, Obeying, pp.78-79; Longenecker, Gal, p.89;
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19
over its meaning. Some have argued that ctgarnwAoL is to be understood
in the absolute 'ethical' sense, more or less determined by the idea
of apaptux ('sin') in 2.17c. 15 But as we have clarified above, the
meaning of k Zovav &papTwAot in contrast to kLets O&M.. '10VSOCTOL in
2.15 does not refer to 'sinners' in the ethical sense; on the
contrary, it refers to Gentiles as 'sinners' with respect to their
racial origin because they are 'non-Jews' and are outside the
boundary of the Jewish people. 16
Another alternative is to read the meaning of &maprwAoL in 2.17b
totally different from 2.15. For example, at 2.15 Rengstorf maintains
that amaprwAot refers to the Jewish view of one outside the vOmos,
but has gone on to suggest that CepaprwAot at 2.17 refers to 'guilty
humanity which is without Christ and therefore unreconciled' •17 Though
it is not entirely impossible for Paul to use the same word in two
such different senses in the argument, we deem it unlikely that it
happened in such a short space as our text. 18
A third possibility is to understand the meaning of (1c1aptcoAoL in
2.17b as similar to 2.15, that is, in the relative, Torah-based
factional sense: cfcpapTwAo l! refers to 'those outside the law'
according to the Torah and/or its interpretation. 19 When the meaning
of CipapTwAot in 2.17b is set against the preceding background of
common table-fellowship between Jewish and Gentile Christians at
Antioch, 20 'a1uaprwAD11 could well refer to the post-conversion
experience of Jewish Christians in their non-observance or negligence
of certain cpTa 'Popov (Jewish 'works of law') when they ate with
Gentile Christians, who were regarded as unclean. In the eyes of some
Rohde, Gal, p.113.
15So Lambrecht and Soards. Cf. Barth, 'Justification', p.155.
16
Cf. Oepke, Gal, pp.92-93; Betz, Gal, p.115 n25; Dunn, 'Incident',
JPL, p.151. See §3.2.4.
17
Rengstorf, TDNT 1:328; S.J.De Vries, 'Sin, sinner', IDB 4:361-76,
here p.371; Schlier, Gal, p.95 n6.
18
See also Rhyne, Faith, p.145 n107.
Cf. Burton, Gal, p.125; Borse, Gal, p.115; Dunn, 'Incident ', JPL,
pp.150-51; Gal (ms), p.10; Rdisdnen, Paul, p.76 n173; Ziesler, Gal,
p.27.
20
This crucial factor is pointed out rightly by Burton, Gal, p.129;
Kieffer, Foi, p.55; Hansen, Abraham, p.105; Rohde, Gal, p.113; pace
Lambrecht, Suhl, Bruce, Fung.
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more conservative Jewish Christians (e.g. the men from James, 2.12),
the 'lax' attitude or behaviour of Paul, Peter and other Jewish
Christians was considered unacceptable - they had gone beyond the
traditional boundary of acceptance! According to this reading, the
e
aorist tense cupeenglev refers not to the distant, initial conversion
experience of Jewish Christians, 21 but to the more recent, specific
experience of conflict at Antioch, which is also clearly an event in
the past. 22
It is also quite possible that the word ammpTwAol. (in 2.15 and
2.17b) might have been employed originally by the men from James in
persuading Peter to waver and to withdraw from table-fellowship with
Gentile Christians (2.12). In this case, the sense of twaprwAot might
h.v.re been pre-determined by the 'opponents' and not by Paul himself.
For the sake of argumentation, Paul may well make a concession on the
use of the term apapTwAoi., but he is quick to reject the false
inference that 'Christ be minister of sin' (2.17c).
Therefore it is obvious that the meaning of apapTwAot in 2.17b
can hardly be in the 'ethical' sense, nor in the context of
conversion experience, but must be in the relative, Torah-based
factional sense, used in a sectarian polemical context. Its meaning
could well be 'sinners' in the eyes of others, which is determined
very much by their standard and understanding of Torah. Thus we can
probably say: According to the more traditional Torah perspective,
the 'lax' behaviour of some of these Jewish Christians at Antioch
cou_Ld well be counted as 'sin' by other more conservative minded
Jewish Christians. It is also possible that when their common
table-fellowship with Gentile Christians was questioned by others,
their own (erroneous) conscience condemned them as 'sinners' 23
In sum, the meaning of apaprwAot. should be seen in close
connection to 2.15 and in continuation with the crisis over mixed
e	 I
table-fellowship at Antioch. Since the subject 'we' of cupeftwev
intensified by KWt airroi undoubtedly refers back to the 41pcis of
21
As insisted by e.g. Kiimmel, 'Individualgeschichte', p.164; Klein,
'Individualgeschichte', pp.190-91; Suhl, 'Galaterbrief', pp.3106-
3108;	 Wechsler,	 Geschichtsbild, 	 pp.381-82;	 Bachmann,	 Sander,
pp.37-38.
22
Rightly, Burton, Gal, p.129 (against Lightfoot, Zahn and Siefert).
23
A slight modification of Kieffer's suggestion, Foi, pp.58-59.
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2.15-16, the second premise 'cLaemicv KO t attoi elgapTwXot' must be
understood as the experience of Jewish Christians in crisis. The
'lax' behaviour of some Jewish Christians was considered
inappropriate by others more conservative, and they were therefore
accused of being 44.LapTwAa'. It follows that Paul is still dealing
with the problem of behaviour pattern for Jewish Christians: how Jews
who had believed in the Messiah Jesus should conduct their lives in a
manner acceptable to God (cf. 2.19-20) in a mixed Christian
community.
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4.6. THE FALSE CONCLUSION (2.17c)
If indeed the Antioch Incident still controls the sequence of
Paul's thought, what is the meaning of the false inference 'Xptcrrin
apapt(as Saucopos' (2.17c) according to the rhetorical pattern of 117)
Tevocro? What is the logic or inference of the argument? In our
investigation of the meaning of 2.17c, we have to wrestle with some
kind of logical inference developing from 2.17ab to 2.17c, reasonable
enough to convince some Jewish Christians at least, but not Paul. And
it is therefore important that our interpretation of the inference
should reflect the 'reasonableness' of both sides.
4.6.1. Particle:
Apart from
twice in the NT:
Interrogative &pa or Inferential gpa?'
2.17c, the interrogative particle apa occurs only
7Luke 18.8 and Acts 8.30. This particle apa, which is
usually incapable of direct translation, indicates anxiety or
impatience and introduces only direct questions. 2
 If &pa is the
genuine reading in 2.17c, 'Xpcatbs &gap-acts Samovos' is undoubtedly
a direct question, which is then negated by Paul's pi) 24vouro.
On the other hand some exegetes incline to the inferential
particle 4a ('so, then, consequently'), probably because gpa is used
quite often by Paul (about twenty seven times). 3
 On its function,
Thrall notes: 'In itself the particle gpa may possess either an
1 9The interrogative particle apa Is adopted by UBS 3 and NA26, and
accepted by e.g. Lightfoot, Gal, p.117; Lagrange, Gal, p.50; Schlier,
Gal, p.95 n8; Mussner, Gal, p.176; Klein, 'Individualgeschichtei,
p.189; Tannehill, Dying, p.55 nl; Hahn, 'Gesetzesverstandnis', p.54
n76; Rhyne, Faith, p.51; Kieffer, Foi, p.54; Longenecker, Gal, p.90;
Zerwick and Grosvenor, Grammatical Analysis, p.568; Rohde, Gal, p.113
n66. On the other hand, the inferential particle &pa is preferred by
e.g. Burton, Gal, p.126; Oepke, Gal, p.92 n229; Bruce, Gal, p.141;
Lambrecht, 'Line', pp.489-90; Soards, 'Seeking', p.239, 	 Gal,
p.119 n44. Some earlier commentators suggest changes to 	 oil which
is seldom followed by others, see Meyer, Gal, p.118.
2
BDF §440.2; BAGD, qcpa', (104); G. Schneider, 'apa', EDNT 1:149.
3
It appears in 2.21b; 3.7; 3.29; 5.11; 6.10; Rom 5.18; 7.3, 21, 25;
8.1, 12; 9.16, 18; 10.17; 14.12, 19; 1 Cor 5.10; 7.14; 15.14, 15, 18;
2 Cor 1.17; 5.14; 7.12; 1 Thess 5.6; 2 Thess 2.15; cf. Eph 2.19.
Twelve times in Paul, including 6.10, &pa is strengthened to oicpa ay;
see M.E. Thrall, Greek Particles in the New Testament (NTTS 3;
Leiden: EJ Brill, 1962), pp.10-11; A. Horstmann, EDNT
1:148-49.
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adverbial force, expressing interest or surprise, or a connective
sense, implying consequence'. 4 If it is the illative particle apa
being used here, 2.17c seems to connect more firmly to 2.17ab.
But Moule reminds us that 'with either accent (apa or &pa), this
is an inferential particle'. 5
 Though interrogative apa is not used by
Paul elsewhere, one cannot rule out the possibility of its being
employed here. We incline slightly to read interrogative &pa here
•because the strong rejection An TCVOLTO usually follows a question. 6
But for our purpose, whether it is apa or apa, 2.17c remains an
inferential question. 7
4.6.2. The Meaning of XpurrOs Ocilaptlas Saucopos:
Compared to the ambiguous term ctilapTwAoi which appears only six
c
times in Paul, the word amapt iLa s used by Paul much more frequently:
no less than fifty one times. At §3.2.3, we noted that temaptia occurs
only three times in Galatians (1.4, 2.17c and 3.22) and not once in
the paraenetic section; instead TrapanTwAa (6.1) and aupg are used. We
suspect there might be some ambiguity with the word temaptta in the
Galatian debate which demands Paul's clearer (re)definition. 8
Elsewhere the word apaptia (often in the singular) is used by
Paul as an active evil force or power radically against God which
holds humankind in bondage (e.g. Rom 6.17, 20; 7.14). 9 Sometimes
amaprLa is personified, as in 2.17c. 10 It is quite usual to find Paul
4
Thrall, Greek Particles, pp.10-11; cf. p.36. See further BAGD,
'apa', (103-104); J.D. Denniston, The Greek Particles (2nd edition;
Oxford: Clarendon, 1954), pp.32-43; Moule, Idiom, p.164; K.W. Clark,
'The Meaning of gpa', in FS F.W. Gingrich (Leiden: EJ Brill, 1972),
pp.70-84.
5
Moule, Idiom, p.164. The comment by Lightfoot, Gal, p.117 that qtpa
hesitates, while gpa concludes' might be slightly oversimplified.
6
Cf. Fitzmyer, 'Gal', 47:20; Matera, Gal, p.95.
75o Burton, Gal, p.126; Lambrecht, 'Line', p.490; Barclay, Obeying,
p.79 nil. See also §4.3.2.(1).
8See suggestions by Michaelis, TDNT 6:172; Barclay, Obeying, p.211.
9See BAGD, 'ailaprtai, 3 (43); Fiedler, EDNT 1:67-68; E.P. Sanders,
'Sin, Sinners (NT)', ABD 6:40-47, here pp.44-46; Fitzmyer, 'Pauline
Theology', 82:82-88, and the bibliography cited. It is simply called
'the radical sense' by Lambrecht, 'Line', p.491.
Mussner, Gal, p.176 n43; Dunn, Gal(ms), p.10; see also Manson, Paul,
pp.27-28; G. Stahlin, TDNT 1:296.
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putting 'sin' and 'Christ' in sharp contrast. So for example, in 1.4
the 'present evil age' and &map-caw ilmap are put on the same
side, from which Christ had come to deliver. 11
 Similarly, in 3.22
human existence is described as inul Owavamp ('under [the power] of
sin') until Christ. 12 The same polarity is found in 2 Cor 5.21 and Rom
8.2-4. To be observed therefore is the inference that having both
'Christ' and 'sin' side by side in the inferential question 'XpLaTOs
0442rams aaLtcovos' (2.17c) is quite absurd, and thus also false. 13w: It
is indeed hard to imagine that Christ would have anything positive in
relation to sin. 14
Though it is agreed that the conclusion (2.17c) is wrong and
allaptca is used in the radical (demonic) sense, it is quite difficult
to translate Samovos: 'agent' (RSV), 'minister' (KJV; NASB),
'servant' (NRSV), 'encouraging' (NAB), 'promotes' (NIV), 'at the
service of' (NJB). Besides 2.17c, the word is used by Paul usually
coupled with a genitive. 15 The original frame of reference for the use
of 8Latcovkw, 81ALKOVIM and OLICKOVOS in secular Greek was that of table
service (cf. Luke 12.37; Acts 6.2); from this meaning the wider sense
of 'to care for one's living' (cf. Matt 25.44; Phlm 13) and finally
'to serve' in general (cf. Mark 10.45; Luke 22.26-27) were derived. 16
11 1.4 looks like a traditional material adopted by Paul, cf. 1 Cor
15.3. The death of Christ is set in the context of salvation history
and apocalyptic (see Schlier, Gal, pp.32-34; Betz, Gal, p.42;
Barclay, Obeying, pp.99, 205; Fung, Gal, pp.40-41).
12
The prepositional phrase uno apaptLav describes 'sin' as a force or
power within the world which has negative effects on humankind (cf.
Rom 3.9; 7.14; see BAGD, qm6 f , 2.b [843]; Dunn, Rom, ( 1:148-49). 3.22
'inn; Itimprixtv' is also the beginning of a series of un6 phrases: uno
v6mov ('under law,' 3.23; 4.4-5); uno naLâceywov ('under a custodian'
3.25); 7r enctponous KO t obcovollous ('under guardians and trustees'
4.2); un6 Ta TTOLXCla to KbTAOU ('under the elemental spirits of the
universe' [RSV] 4.3).
13
Cf. Lightfoot, Gal, p.117; Fiedler, EDNT 1:67: 'the absurdity of the
question.. .becomes apparent'.
14
Interestingly, note the contrast between 2.17a (Christ associated
with justification) and 2.17c (Christ related to sin).
15:Rom 13.4(2x); 15.8; 16.1; 1 Cor 3.5; 2 Cor 3.6; 6.4; 11.15, 23; Phil
1.1; Col 1.7, 23, 25; 4.7; possibly 1 Thess 3.2; cf. Eph 3.7; 6.21; 1
Tim 3.8, 12; 4.6.
16See A. Weiser, '8LaKovkw, amscoytm, Soiscovos', EDNT 1:302-304; BAGD,
'SLOCKOVEW; aLMKOVLM; SaKOVOS' (184-85); H.W. Beyer, samicov&
TDNT 2:81-93.
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Thus its basic idea includes promoting, 17 encouraging and helping, 18
ministering, 19 and executing the activity on behalf of someone. 20
But as Weiser points out, Oaxovos is not the same as 8oaos:
'The SoliA-words express a relationship of dependence and the
subordination of the SotAos to the K4Los. ALcacovkw and its cognates,
on the other hand, express much more strongly the idea of service on
behalf of someone' .
21 
Thus the inferential question 'XpLaT8s apapTLas
8Lcrucov0s;' seems to imply an accusation that 'Christ' (or more
specifically Paul's 'Christ' or christology) has promoted the
interest of sin or contributed to the advancement of sin. 22
4.6.3. In What Sense Does 'Christ' Promote 'Sin'?
Basically both Paul and the other Jewish Christians agree on the
premises (2.17ab) but not on the inferential conclusion (2.17c). With
regard to 2.17b, Paul may well concede on the use of tegapTwAoL, but
he will never accept the conclusion that 'XpLo-rbs &Aaptlas Samovos'.
But how would the other more conservative Jewish Christians or Paul's
'opponents' understand the logic or the relation between limapTwAot
and Cemaptia? Would they agree that 2.17c is false? Probably not. But
how do we account for their fundamentally different understandings?
We suggest that our observations on the early Jewish Christian
17
Cf. Beyer, TDNT 2:89: 'In Jewish eyes everyone who does not keep the
Law is a sinner; this applies to all Gentiles, with whom Jews may not
hold table fellowship. Thus, if Christ causes the Jews who follow Him
to renounce the provisions of the Law, He is extending the domain of
sin which embraces all the Gentiles'. Beyer goes on to suggest a
second alternative, to render 8Latcovos as 'servant' (meaning:
enslaved to) and approaches the question of 2.17c from 2.20. Jewish
Christians eating with Gentile (Christians) cannot be regarded as
sinners. Since 'Christ Himself lives and acts in the man who trust in
Him', if the man is found a sinner, Christ too is 'enslaved in sin'.
The absurdity of the conclusion illustrates the falsity of the
presupposition (the Jewish view of sin).
18 So BAGD, '8Lapcovosi, 1.b. (184).
19See K. Hess, 'Serve (8LaicovEW, NIDNTT 3:544-49.
20
Weiser, EDNT 1:302-303; cf. Soards, 'Seeking', p.246.
21
Weiser, EDNT 1:302; contra Beyer, TDNT 2:89.
Cf. Meyer, Gal, p.119: 'one, through whom sin receives service
rendered, sin is upheldand promoted'; Burton, Gal, p.126: stellapttas
amtcovos is not aimptlas 8aAos, "one who is in bondage to sin" (cf.
John 8.34), but "one who ministers to sin", one who furthers the
interests of sin, promotes, encourages it'.
22
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cpTa VOAOU
TaTTLS Xpcata
0
understanding of faith, as reflected in the CISOTCS rL-clause of
2.16a, could help to resolve this puzzle. On 2.16a, we argue that
some Jewish Christians might have originally understood the
traditional Jewish covenant boundary markers ( 'pm v6pou) as being
supplemented by the new found faith (WLMTLS Xpco-rot): 47a vbiloy are
.1
not abandoned nor are they replaced by WLCTLS Xptc-rou. 23 According to
their understanding, observance of gpm vbpou remains a sign of
'staying in' and of being loyal in the covenant: strict observance of
cpm vogou could be considered obligatory for all Jewish Christians;
on the other hand, non-observance or negligence on the part of Jewish
Christians would be condemned as sinful (see diagram A in §3.5.(5)).
But for Paul, the covenant boundary has been further redefined
in such a way that gpm vOmou are excluded and WIATTLS XpLITTOZ has
become the only boundary marker (cf. 2.16cd). Covenantal nomism, in
Paul's view, therefore consists only of ULCTLS Xpco-ra; negligence or
2/
even non-observance of cpm vogou does not amount to sin (see diagram
B in §3.5.[5]).
Now if we compare this observation on 2.16 with the problem of
logic in 2.17bc, we think we can come closer to understanding why
some Jewish Christians would regard 'being found sinners' for not
observing Jewish food laws scrupulously as equivalent to sinning
against God. According to their perception of reality, being found
4iimprwAa' for not observing 47a v6pou carefully amounts to sin
(jcpaptla) against God. (See modified diagram A l below).
non-observance = 'sinners' = real sin (&wapaa)
(A1) Sin and Covenantal Nomism according to Jewish Christians 
But from Paul's perspective, the conception of sin is redefined
in the light of his (new) confidence that nicTLs XpLaTot is the only
a%23See §3.3. above, esp. §3.3.6. (eav gin in the exceptive sense).
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covenant boundary marker. It follows therefore even though he and
other Jewish Christians were being accused of being 4mapTwAol s for
not observing the Jewish food laws scrupulously, their behaviour
should not be seen as sin (apaptia) against God. (See modified
diagram B 1 below). For Paul, the traditional Jewish conception of
sin, defined in terms of 'works of the law', is no longer applicable
to or suitable for a mixed Christian community.
I	 °cpTa vopou
TaTTLS Xpurra
non-observance = 'sinners' but not real sin
(apapria)
(B 1) Sin and Covenantal Nomism Redefined by Paul
In our opinion, this line of interpretation gives us a better
sense of how and why some Jewish Christians really feared that their
behaviour would become 'sin' before God; in fact, their inferential
conclusion was not totally absurd according to the complementary
relationship of epTa vopou and NOTTLS XpLaTot (cf. 2.16a). From
Paul's perspective, according to his redefinition of the covenant
boundary with NLITTLS XpLorrov as the only necessary marker, Christian
lifestyle and behaviour pattern before God are not defined by 47a
vomou. It becomes therefore Paul's objective to argue with and to
convince other Jewish Christians, or to guide them into truth
according to the pedagogical function of 0.1 Tkvovro, that being found
'mpaptuaot' does not really mean committing Igavaa in the radical
sense of the word. Thus there is a shift of meaning from &paprwAo it. to
I	 24
apaprm. To the question 'XpLa-cos apaprom SLascovos;' Paul answers,
%.	 I
loud and clear, 'fin Tevovro'.
240ur interpretation in this respect is quite close to Burton,
Rdisdnen and Barclay in c§4.2.2.2. above. Cf. Oepke, Gal, p.93: 'Die
enge Beziehung zwischen amapTwAot und apaptLas mu8 erhalten bleiben'.
We submit that our line of interpretation makes better sense than
Bachmann's break between 2.17ab and 2.17c (see §1.4.10 above).
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4.7. SUMMARY AND CONCLUDING REMARKS ON 2.17
According to our investigation, three factors turn out to be
absolutely crucial for the interpretation of 2.17. (1) The line of
argumentation should be read according to the general pattern of IA
vevoLto in Paul's rhetorical dialogue, thus the second premise 2.17b
.is a realls. (2) Since our passage 2.15-21 as a whole is related
closely to the preceding passage 2.11-14, the meaning of apapTwAoL in
2.17b should be read in the light of the Antioch Incident. 2
 (3) Since
the most logical way to read the subject 'we' of c'bp&inmey (note the
emphatic Kat M&OL) is to refer to the same 'we' (hmei. ․ ) in 2.15-16,
it is almost beyond doubt that Paul is still discussing the crisis of
Jewish Christians in 2.17. 3
We have therefore observed also that the sense of 'sin' is quite
different in OtgapTwAoL (2.17b) and &gmptia (2.17c); in fact there is
a shift of meaning from the traditional Torah-oriented sense
twapTwAoi to the radical sense &gagram. With reference to the context
of the Antioch Incident, clgaprwAol, is to be understood not in an
ethical sense, 4
 but from a sectarian perspective: some Jewish
Christians were regarded by others as 'sinners' for not observing the
law scrupulously in their common table-fellowship with Gentile
Christians at Antioch. According to the perception of reality by some
Jewish Christians (cf. 2.16a), being 'sinners' for not observing the
traditional Jewish identity-confirming and boundary-defining markers
epTa vogou is logically and definitely sinful before God.
But Paul argues against such a traditional Jewish definition of
'sin' from his new perspective of faith and Christ, the 'truth of the
gospel' (2.5, 14a). According to Paul's rather radical understanding
or redefinition of justification, the covenant boundary is defined by
WtTTLS Xp lArra alone; the traditional Jewish boundary markers Vpve
See §4.3; thus we consider the various irrealis interpretations in
§4.2.1. less likely.
2
Thus we consider 'conversion' interpretations like §4.2.1.1 and
§4.2.2.1 very unlikely.
3
Contra Betz, Gal, pp.119-20, who attempts to drive a wedge between
2.15-16 and 2.17.
4
Contra the	 'ethical'	 interpretations,	 such as Lambrecht's
pre-conversional sinfulness or Longenecker's post-conversional sin.
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awl) are now totally replaced by HLCTLS XpLo-roii (cf. 2.16cd). Thus
being found 'sinners' (&papTwAoL) in the Jewish sense is not 'sin'
(&papTLO in the absolute sense before God. The shift of meaning from
the Torah-oriented sense climprwAoL to the radical sense apapaa best
illustrates the fear of some Jewish Christians (non-observance is in
fact 'sinful' according to Torah) and how Paul has to redefine 'sin'
carefully in light of Christ and faith.
As we have also noted, the purpose and function of tin TCPOLTO in
Paul's rhetorical dialogue is to expose the error of the false
inference (no matter how logical and sensible originally) and to
guide his 'dialogue partner' into deeper theological understanding,
here the new ground of existence for Christian living. In our present
context, if Paul could convince other Jewish Christians that being
'sinners' (&papTwAot, for not observing the Jewish 'works of law'
such as food laws) is not 'sin' (ayavaa), then he can possibly
persuade them not to abandon table-fellowship with Gentile Christians
as in the unfortunate incident at Antioch. By implication, if Paul's
argument is accepted, then there is no ground for his Jewish
Christian opponents in Galatia to persuade the Gentile Christians to
take up 'works of law' as their lifestyle and to undergo circumcision
to become proselytes. 5
From our investigation, it seems that Paul's basic underlying
concern, whether at Antioch or for the Galatian churches, is
ecclesiological: the visible unity of God's people, consisting of
both Jewish and Gentile believers. The problem is, how should one
envisage the unity of a multi-racial Christian community? So if it is
(divinely) necessary for Jewish Christians to observe the 'works of
law' as their continuing 'staying in' process, two consequences would
follow: either the mixed Christian congregation splitting into two
separate groups along racial lines (the apparent danger already at
Antioch, 2.13); or Gentile Christians being compelled to 'judaize' in
order to be united with Jewish Christians (the potential threat as
5
According to our study §2.3. above on the crisis in the Galatian
Churches, the 'opponents' in Galatia are very likely to be Jewish
Christians who were also committed to the Gentile mission, but in
contrast to Paul insisted on law-observance and Jewish lifestyle. The
'dialogue partners' whom Paul took issue here are not non-Christian
Jews.
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seen by Paul, 2.14b). But Paul, as the Apostle to the Gentiles, is
convinced that the Gentile believer is to be accepted as Gentile
without needing to 'judaize'; at the same time he is concerned to
maintain church unity, that the Christian Church should remain one
community. It therefore becomes necessary for Paul to develop a third
alternative in which Gentile converts are not undermined and church
unity is maintained, i.e. to argue for a new ground of Christian
existence in Christ and faith (cf. 2.19-20), which is no longer
defined in accordance with the traditional categories of Ztfvwcas or
gouSataos (cf. 2.14b).
On a wider issue, is Paul arguing against Torah and for leaving
the Jewish faith altogether even for Jewish Christians? Or is Paul
trying to reinterpret the heritage of Abraham and to claim that
Christian believers (both Jewish and Gentile) are the true heirs of
Abraham? According to our interpretation, Paul did not accept the
traditional Jewish(-Christian) definition of sin; he seeks to
redefine it in the light of Christ and faith, 'the truth of the
gospel'. Later on Paul also seeks to argue for a right kind of
'Torah' observance - an appropriate Christian behaviour pattern for
all Christians. Paul does refer to the Law in a positive manner (such
as 5.14; 6.2; Rom 3.31; 8.4; 13.8-10). Such careful and difficult
reinterpretation of Scripture would be quite unnecessary if Paul is
arguing for a 'new' religion, or for an exit out of Judaism. 6
Lastly, though Paul rejected the false inferential question
C
alimpTLas 6Lomovos' with a firm response 1.17) nvocro, it is
necessary for him to substantiate further why 'Christ' in fact does
not promote 'sin' (2.17c). We turn now to Paul's clarifications in
2.18-20.
6
Thus we consider Hamerton-Kelly's interpretation of Paul has made
the break between Christianity and Judaism occur much too early.
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CHAPTER FIVE
THE FIRST CLARIFICATION (GAL 2.18)
5.1. INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS ON 2.18-20
According to Paul's pattern of argumentation with IA 7kvotto,
the objection is generally supported by further clarification/s (see
§4.3. above). In our passage, the illogical conclusion that 'Christ'
promotes 'sin' (2.17c) is rejected by Paul according to his
perception of the 'gospel' as clarified in 2.15-16. The objection (IA
7CVOLTO; 2.17d) is then further supported by the arguments in
2.18-20. In the following discussion we shall read 2.18 and 2.19-20,
which are both introduced by 74, as the first and second
clarifications in support of Paul's rejection at 2.17 and try to
understand how these two statements work in his overall
argumentation.
(1) Despite this general observation on the formal structure of
the passage, we still have to clarify problems relating to the flow
of argument, how the two clarifications of 2.18 and 2.19-20 relate to
one another and to the preceding argument of 2.17. For example, what
is the purpose of 2.18? Does 2.18 aim to clarify the second premise
of 2.17b and to function much like a parenthesis as some suggest? Or
does 2.18 aim more specifically to answer the false inference of
2.17c? (On various interpretations, see .55.2. below).
As for the explanatory 74 at 2.19a, does it relate back to the
immediate preceding argument of 2.18 (explaining why 'rebuilding' is
unacceptable to Paul), or does it relate more directly to Paul's
rejection at 2.17 and serve to introduce the second clarification?
The main question is, how do 2.18 and 2.19-20 relate to 2.17 and how
they support Paul's DA 7kvotto at 2.17d more precisely. In our
discussion below we will try to investigate how P.,111 has gone on to
counter the false notion that 'Christ is a minister of sin' in the
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argument of 2.18-20.
(2) Another characteristic in the passage which certainly
demands our attention is the use of first person singular 'I' in
2.18-20 (cf. 2.21a) in contrast to first person plural 'we' in the
previous section of 2.15-17 (§1.3.[2]). Does 'I' refer to Paul
himself (as a personal 'I' by which Paul means himself in opposition
to others)? Or does 'I' refer to Paul himself, but in such a way that
all other Christians are also included (as a typical 'I')? Or 'I' as
a purely rhetorical device (as a fictive 'I' with the aid of which
Paul presents a general idea in a lively manner, without necessarily
including himself)?'
On the one hand, the identity of the first person singular 'I'
at 2.21a ('I do not nullify [lOct(?)] the grace of God') seems to be
less controversial: the confession-like concluding statement is more
likely a reference to Paul's own conviction and commitment. 2 But it
is less clear with the non-emphatic 'I' at 2.18 (note the suffix of
1the verbs: KaTauma ['I tore down, I demolished'], 3 OLKOSOAW [II
build up again, I restore'], 4 TvInatam ['I prove, I demonstrate'], 5
and also the reflexive pronoun egatmoy [ 'myself']). 6 Does the 'I' at
2.18 refer to Paul himself? 7 Or does it function purely as a
rhetorical device and not having any person specifically in mind? 8 Or
See G. Theissen, Psychological Aspects of Pauline Theology (ET;
Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1987), p.191 on the three main possibilities
as identified in principle. With regard to 'I' in Rom 7.7-25, see the
clear summary of views in Cranfield, Rom, 1:342-47; cf. BDF §281.
2
So Stauffer, TDNT 2:357; Dunn, Gal (ms), pp.15-16; 0. Modalsli, 'Gal.
2.19-21; 5.16-18 und Rem. 7.7-25', TZ 21 (1965), pp.22-37 calls it
'Selbstbekenntnis und BeschwOrung' (p.28).
3
BAGD, 'icatakixe, 1.b.P (414); cf. Betz, Gal, p.121 n70.
4
BAGD, 'oucoOopece, 1.c (558); see also §5.3.1. below.
5
This weaker sense is reflected in RSV, NJB, NIV, NRSV, following
BAGD, 'oruinc-rnpc', I.l.c (790); while the stronger sense ('I
establish, I constitute') is found in Schlier, ,Gal, p.97 n3 (possibly
Bruce, Gal, p.136). The rendering of Tup La-ravw is difficult (cf.
Betz, Gal, p.121 n73; Lambrecht, 'Transgression', p.223).
6
It is not clear how Betz, Gal, p.121 suddenly introduced a third
party 'Gentile Christians' at this point.
7
So insisted by Gaventa, 'Galatians', p.318; Theissen, Psychological,
p.198; Gaston, Paul, p.70; Dunn, Gal (ins), p.11.
8
E.g. Betz, Gal, pp.120-21; Bachmann, SOnder, pp.43-45; Zerwick and
Grosvenor, Grammatical Analysis, p.568; cf. Duncan, Gal, pp.69-70.
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does Paul employ the rhetorical device to make reference to Peter's
inconsistency in changing his behaviour at Antioch tactfully?9
As for the emphatic use of 6-6 at 2.19-20 ('I [611)] through the
law' and 'I [46] no longer live'), does 'I' have in mind primarily
Paul himself while also applicable to others? 19 Or does Paul use the
I
pronoun evw only in a representative sense, as a rhetorical device
for 'anyone'? 11
(3) There are certain words and phrases in the passage which
require clarifications in order to come to a better understanding of
Paul's argumentation. For example, though the sentence structure of
2.18 looks simple, there is considerable debate over its meaning.
1
What does m KMTCAUTM Tatra. ('those things which I tore down') refer
to? Are they the Law (TOv y6mov) or something else? 12 What is the
meaning of TrapaAinv 41atrOm MUVLCTCWW ('I prove myself a
transgressor')? In what sense do 'I' become a 4rapagarns', and
TrapagmTrp of what? 13
On 2.19 itself, there are also numerous problems, in which
almost every word or phrase is full of controversy. For example, what
is the meaning of the dative construction in apue lar151avov ('I died
9
E.g. Meyer, Gal, p.120; Burton, Gal, pp.130-132; Oepke, Gal, p.93;
Ridderbos, Gal, p.94; Modalsli, 'Gal', p.23; Barrett, Freedom, p.20;
Mussner, Gal, p.178; Borse, Gal, p.115; Rohde, Gal, p.115. See also
§5.4 below. The difficulties are discussed by Theissen,
Psychological, p.198 and Klein, 'Individualgeschichte', p.195.
10
E.g. Burton, Gal, p.132; Duncan, Gal, p.70; Oepke, Gal, p.94; Bruce,
Gal, pp.143-44; Zerwick and Grosvenor, Grammatical Analysis, p.566;
Rohde, Gal, p.115; Dunn, Gal(ms), p.12.
11
E.g. Ridderbos, Gal, p.103; Kiimmel, Theology, p.214; Betz, Gal,
pp.121-22; Tannehill, Dying, p.57; Lambrecht, 'Line', p.495;
Longenecker, Gal, pp.90-91; Gaventa, 'Singularity', p.158.
12
There are various suggestions for a KaTkAvou Tailia; see §5.3.1. It
is rightly insisted by Neitzel, 'Zur Interpretation', pp.135-36 that
attention should also be paid to this little relative pronoun a,
though we disagree with his finding.
13
Because there is no noun following napagarnv as its object, most
exegetes tend to supply an objective genitive vdmov in order to
clarify the meaning. NIV translates 'law-breaker'. J. Schneider,
'TrapagaLvw TDNT 5:736-44 argues that 'Transgression is sin only
where there is disregard for the evrokii of God' (p.739); 'In the NT
the napagoans is one who transgresses a specific divine commandment'
(p.741). But some challenge this observation, cf. Lambrecht,
'Transgression', pp.230-35. See §5.3.2. below.
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to Law')/c3 6CW ('I might live to God') at 2.19a7 14 What is the
meaning of Sax: wil.tot), and how does it relate to the subject 'I'
(and/or verb claLl'avev)? 15 At 2.19b one is confronted with the unique
Pauline formulation 'with Christ' (Av XpLa4) which demands some
clarifications. 16 Thus what is the meaning of XpLaq Tuvectaupwpou ('I
have been crucified with Christ')? How and when were believers being
crucified with Christ? Coupled with this problem is, how does this
asyndeton sentence (i.e. without any connective) relate to 2.19a and
to the idea of 'dying to Law' in 2.19a?17
Because of its many complex difficulties, some of which are
clearly beyond the scope of our present study, we do not intend to
present a detail exegesis of the passage, but choose rather to
concentrate on the flow of argumentation and seek to clarify how the
two statements of clarification support Paul's rejection of the false
inference 'Christ is a minister of sin' (2.17c).
14
See esp. the study by C.F.D. Moule, 'Death "to Sin", "to Law" and
"to the World": A Note on Certain Datives', in Melanges Bibliques en
hommage au R.P. Beda Rigaux (edited by A. Descamps and A. de Halleux;
Gembloux: Duculot, 1970), pp.367-75; §6.2.1. below.
15:
For various views see Meyer, Gal, pp.122 (for earlier commentators);
Lightfoot, Gal, p.118; Schlier, Gal, p.99; Raisanen, Paul, pp.57-58;
Kieffer, Foi, pp.68-69; Gilthvedt, Dying, pp.97-115. See also §6.2.2.
below.
16
There is tremendous debate over the crucial phrase 'with Christ'
among Pauline scholars, see esp. W. Grundmann, '0-11V - peT& with
genitive', TDNT 7:766-97; J. Dupont, ETN XPIETOI (Paris: Descl6e,
1952); R. Schnackenburg, Baptism in the Thought of St. Paul (ET;
Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1964); E. Schweizer, 'Dying and Rising with
Christ', NTS 14 (1967-68), pp.1-14; P. Siber, Mit Christus leben
(ATANT 61; Zurich: Theologischer Verlag, 1971); E. Lohse, Colossians
and Philemon (Hermeneia; ET; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1971), at 2.14
and 2.12; Kasemann, Rom, pp.160-64; L. Goppelt, Theology of the New
Testament (ET; 2 vols; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1981-82), 2:98-105;
Beker, Paul, pp.274-75; A.J.M. Wedderburn, Baptism and Resurrection
(WUNT 44; Tubingen: JCB Mohr, 1987); K. Grayston, Dying, We Live
(Oxford: OUP, 1990), pp.8-163. See also those works on 'in Christ' at
§4.4.3. above (p.200).
17 It is generally recognised that the idea of 'death' is repeated in
2.19b (cf. Mussner, Gal, p.180). The question is, does 2.19b aim to
explain , how the dying to Law took place, so that the perfect
avvectccupwpou coincides with the aorist ancl'apov, 'I died'? Or does
2.19b provide the 'objective' theological basis for how the
'subjective' dying to Law in 2.19a could take place? We shall deal
with this controversial issue briefly at §6.3. below.
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5.2. DIFFERENT VIEWS ON Trapocarnv IN 2.18
Before we list the alternative views with summaries of their key
arguments we would like to begin by making some general observations
on the sentence structure. According to BDF's classification, Paul's
first clarification here at 2.18 is introduced in the form of a first
class conditional sentence, a condition of fact (el., not eav). In
the protasis of 2.18a the two key verbs Komaym and olico804 are in
the form of an opposition, 2 and the neuter plural Tatra is qualified
by a KarAlica. In the apodosis of 2.18b the verb mummtavw takes the
reflexive pronoun 62alraw in the accusative case as the direct object
1
and the noun napaparnv as the predicate accusative. 3
In current discussion, broadly speaking, exegetes tend to
identify the meaning of napagicians either with the previous act of
'tearing down' (Karbiuma) or with the more recent act of 'building up
again' (imacv oirco&03). 4 At the same time there are also different
ways of relating the sense of napagarns. For some the meaning of
TrapaPcIrns is related to the act of conversion, while others have made
a connection with Torah observance in the Antioch Incident. And so
there are essentially three alternatives. For the first group of
views KaTca& was a negative, sinful action; building up again is a
retraction which manifests and confesses the wrong nature of the
BDF §371: 'ci with the indicative of all tenses denotes a simple
conditional assumption with emphasis on the reality of the assumption
(not of what is being assumed): the condition is considered "a real
case" (see BDF §§371-76 on conditional sentences; cf. Moule, Idiom,
pp.148-52). Therefore BDF §281 suggests that 2.18 as a real case can
by no means apply to Paul himself.
2
Cf. Bruce, Gal, p.142: 'One way or another, someone who builds up
what he formerly demolished acknowledges his fault, explicitly in his
former demolition or implicitly in his present rebuilding. If the one
activity was right, the other must be wrong'; Barrett, Freedom, p.20:
'if I start to build up again the things which I pulled down I, must
have been wrong at some stage'. On the opposition between KaTocAuw and
nAnpow at Matt 5.17, see the survey of various views in U. Luz,
Matthew 1-7 (ET; Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1989), pp.260-65.
3See BDF §157(4); Moule, Idiom, p.35.
4
For earlier commentators, see Lietzmann, Gal, pp.16-17; Neitzel,
'Zur Interpretation', pp.132-35. In our presentation of different
views below we have introduced further refinement to the clear
presentation, and particularly the diagrams, by Wechsler,
Geschichtsbild, pp.384-95.
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previous destruction. As for the second and third group of views, the
emphasis is put on the main verb oticaopa of the protasis (2.18a)
which corresponds in tense with OWLMTIIVW. But there is considerable
disagreement over the nature of 'transgression', whether it refers to
the consequence of rebuilding (view 2) or to the act of rebuilding
itself (view 3). As for the third view in particular, though
'transgression' is identified with the act of rebuilding itself, the
debate is over the object of rebuilding (the reference of t2 KaTkAuTa
Tavra) and why it is considered a 'transgression'.
5.2.1. wapagOalls in Previous 'Tearing Down':
1	 •	 oEL Tap a KaTkÄUTM TatTa TraXc y oitcoSoR3,
Trapa0Cianv (v6mou) CACCUTOV TUVUTTOWW.
(la) Some argue that the 'transgression' refers to the previous
action of relaxation of the Law in the interest of Gentile-Christian
fellowship; the period of non-observance (cf. Karbium) turns out, in
retrospect, to have been a time of arbitrary laxity if the food
regulations are reinstated. Thus 2.18b is rendered as 'I show myself
to have been a transgressor'. On this view, napaP&Tm refers to
Peter's previous behaviour seen from a Jewish perspective, a usage
similar to the meaning of 4wcp-rwAoL in 2.15 and 2.17. According to
this view, 2.18 functions as a parenthesis, which takes up the idea
of 2.17b (cLal,ngev Kal atAol OcgapTwAoL) and concretizes it through
an explanation. It is maintained that the imagery of 'tearing down'
and 'building up' refers to the vacillating behaviour of Peter at
Antioch.
A strong proponent of this view is Mussner: 'Wenn er das tut,
erklart er selber seine bisherige Tischgemeinschaft mit den
Heidenchristen als etwas Siindiges und stempelt sich damit selber als
einen "Obertreter" des Gesetzes. Begriindet wird also im V18 nAherhin
die vorhergehende Aussage etpkOwev Kat carra OcgaprwAot'. 5 Similarly
it is argued by Raisanen: 'It was this construction that Peter was in
fact building up again through his changed behaviour, thus indicating
Aussner, Gal, pp.178-79.
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that his previous life style had been an error, a transgression'.6
This interpretation has a clear advantage in that it relates
very well to the changing behaviour of Peter at Antioch. But there
are some difficulties. (i) At the end of 2.17, one expects Paul to
substantiate his rejection pi, TVOLTO why Christ is not a 'servant of
sin'. But this rendering of the argument of 2.18 in the form of a
parenthesis, trying to pick up again the idea of 'sinners' at 2.17b,
seems to be moving backwards rather than forward and not replying to
the question at 2.17c. 7 (II) The present tense TVVIATTMVW seems to
indicate present or future actions rather than past behaviour.
(lb) Another opinion is to identify the 'transgression' with the
previous act of conversion. It is said that in their acceptance of
faith in Christ Jewish Christians have torn down the Law as a means
of justification. Thus it is argued that if one returns to the Law
again, that would imply one's previous trusting faith in Christ has
been a serious error. So argues Lightfoot: 'If, after destroying the
old law of ordinances, I attempt to build it up again, I condemn
myself, I testify to my guilt in the work of destruction' • 8
But this explanation which focuses on the conversion experience
has the severe disadvantage of not able to relate to the question of
behaviour or 'staying in' as reflected in the Antioch Incident.
5.2.2. napaPjerlis as a Consequence of 'Building Up':
et Tap a KMT£AXTM
napoolcrny (v6pot)
TMCTM Tuatv olAcoaolva
cluareov TUVLTTOWW.
R&Isanen, Paul, p.259; see also n159. This view is also found in
e.g. Liihrmann, Gal, p.45; Borse, Gal, p.116; Watson, Paul, pp.67, 198
n83; Barclay, Obeying, p.80; Cosgrove, Cross, p.138.
7So criticised by Tannehill, Dying, p.55.
8
Lightfoot, Gal, p.117. This view is also found in, e.g. Oepke, Gal,
p.93: 'Nachtrdgliches Wiederinkraftsetzen des Gesetzes bedeutet also
nichts Geringeres, als daB Petrus sich mit seinem Christusglauben in
Widerspruch [contradiction] setzt, diesen Glauben nachtrdglich zu
einem schweren Unrecht [a serious mistake] stempelt'; Schmithals,
Paul, pp.75-76; J.G. Machen, Machen's Notes on Galatians (edited by
J.H. Skilton; Philadelphia: Presbyterian & Reformed Publishing,
1972), pp.149-153 (the 74 in 2.18 does not give a reason for Paul's
negative answer to the question at 2.17c, but explains how the
question came to be raised, p.153); Bring, Gal, p.91.
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(2a) Quite-a number of scholars who read the verb TUIPLTTC6W in a
future sense have referred the 'transgression' to actual wilful
transgression of the Law which is said to be the inevitable
consequence of reestablishing the Law (cf. TuaLv atco8o4) as an
authority in the believer's life. According to this view, 2.18
functions to explain 2.17c, why 'Christ is not a minister of sin': it
is not Christ who makes one sin, but 'I' the one who submits afresh
to the dominion or power of the Law and so is bound to become a
transgressor of the Law (cf. Rom 4.15). In terms of this view,
sometimes the Law is said to increase and even to stir up sin
(referring to 3.10; 3.19; Rom 4.15). On this view napag&Tns refers to
actual sinning. This view was expounded by W. Mundle as follows: 9
die SIDI-Are des Gesetzes ist eben die der Obertretungen, man kann
nich unter dem Gesetze leben, ohne emn napaptirris zu werden und
sich dadurch den Zorn Gottes (Rom 4.15), den Fluch des Gesetzes
zuzuziehen (Gal 3.10ff): Das Gesetz wieder aufrichten heiBt sich
als TrapaP&Tns erweisen, alles das wieder rUckgangig machen, was
Christus gebracht hat.
Similarly it is argued by Schlier: `...dann begeben sie sich
wieder unter die Macht [power], unter der es napocAtns gibt (Rom
4.15), dann machen sie sich wieder zu solchen, die die Tora halten
mUssen und sie Ubertreten'.
In our opinion this rendering of 2.18 in close relation to the
question of 2.17c captures quite well the flow of argumentation and
highlights rightly the contrast involved: not Christ, but 'I' (though
some explanation is needed why emphatic Wo is not used). But we
still have to ask, Is it correct to identify Ci tacrAvma Tana with
the Law? And does the Law really draw people to sin as an evil power?
(2b) Another suggestion by Bruce which reads 2.18 also as an
9
W. Mundle,	 ‘Zur Auslegung von Gal 2.17-18', ZNW 23 (1924),
pp.152-53, here p.153.
10Schlier, Gal, p.97. This view is followed by many, e.g. Bultmann,
‘Zur Auslegung', p.398; Klein, 'Individualgeschichte', p.199;
pp.196-198 on rejecting the parallelization of 2.17b and 2.18;
Becker, Gal, p.30, but maintains that Taima refers to 'die
gesetzliche Schranke [barrier] zwischen Juden- und Heidenchristen';
Ridderbos, Gal, p.103; KUmmel, 'Individualgeschichte', p.168; Feld,
Thristus', p.130 n40; Bouwmann, 'Christus', pp.48-49; Wilckens, 'Was
heat', p.93; Fung, Gal, p.122; BOttger,	 'Paulus', p.92 (cf.
pp.96-97); Bachmann, Sander, pp.46-47, 74-75.
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answer to 2.17c, why Christ is not a minister of sin, insists that
'the clause nakkfanv 41ccuTbv Tuvcapicvw...is almost equivalent to
c
cupc .Onv agaptuaos'. According to Bruce, the person who reinstates
the law as if it is still in force in salvation history now would
imply that anyone who sought salvation elsewhere other than in Christ
remains unjustified, i.e. one is still found in sin.
In our opinion this interpretation like (la) above fails to
relate our passage to the burning issue relating to behaviour pattern
(how to 'stay in') as reflected in the Antioch Incident.
5.2.3. umpaacTlis in the Present Act of 'Building Up':
a	 %
CL Tap M KMTEAUTM TMZTM U&ALV OLK0604
4warriav TUVIATT&VW.
in	 particular,	 suggests	 that the	 object of
TIMpMPIETW (?)
(3a)	 Burton,
'transgression' is	 the Law (objective	 genitive vogou will be
supplied)	 and finds	 the key to the understanding of 2.18 in its
connection	 to 2.19. 12 According to this	 view, the paradoxical
statement of 2.18 requires proof and is furnished in 2.19a which is
linked by the explanatory 74; this 74 in 2.19 does not relate back
to 2.17. With this rendering of 'yap at 2.19 the 'transgression' is
found in the act of reestablishing (cf. SALv oircoaog3) the Law or
the statutes of the Law as if it is still valid: the rebuilding
itself is wrong precisely because it goes against the real intent of
the Law as divinely conceived, i.e. to lead one to die to it so that
one may live to God (2.19a). On this view, the meaning of napapCms
is again considered different from the Jewish sense of agocprwAoc in
11
Bruce, Gal, p.142, cf. Bultmann, ' Zur Auslegung', p.399.
12
Burton, Gal, pp.130-31: 'The reasoning of this sentence is of the
type e contrario. So far from its being the case that I commit sin by
violating statutes of the law, it is, on the contrary, the fact that
if I build up again those commands of the law which I broke down, I
show myself therein a transgressor...The statement that not by
disobeying but by obeying the statutes of the law he becomes a
transgressor is, of course, obviously paradoxical and itself requires
proof; this is furnished in v.19'. Cf. Ellicott, Gal, pp.41-42.
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2.15 and 2.17.
13
(3b) But some identify the 'transgression' with Peter's present
behaviour of withdrawing from table-fellowship with Gentile
Christians: nlat.v otKoSolull refers to the rebuilding of boundary and
separation. According to this view, the act of rebuilding itself is
considered a more direct and more serious violation of God's Law (or
God's gospel) than the technical breach of a regulation which the
opponents called 'sin'. The transgression is nothing other than what
is expressed in 2.21a, 'the grace of God'. On this view, napaams
refers to real sin, which is set in contrast to the sense of
amaprwAot, in 2.15 and 2.17. So expounded by Duncan as follows: 14
By the subtle substitution at this point of a new term in place
of the ambiguous word 'sinner' of the previous verse, Paul, with
a poignant sense of reality, drives home the plea that conduct
such as he now describes is a more direct and more serious
violation of God's Law than that which the Judaizers call 'sin';
it is conscious wilful transgression.
(3c) This last view is now expanded by Lambrecht in a recent
study, 'Transgressor by Nullifying God's Grace', taking up ideas from
Burton and Duncan that the 'transgression' refers not to the previous
action of 'tearing down' nor the future consequences of 'building up'
but to the act of rebuilding itself.15
13
This view is also reflected in e.g. Bligh, Gal, p.210; Guthrie, Gal,
p.89; Byrne, 'Sons', p.146 (by reerecting the wall of separation
between Jews and Gentiles constituted by the Law I 'transgress' the
Law); Longenecker, Gal, p.91.
14
Duncan, Gal, p.69. Followed by e.g. Ziesler, Righteousness, p.173:
'The real sin is not in infringing the Law, but in disloyalty to
Christ and to the new way of acceptability in and through him,
vv.18f. Paul the Christian has died to the Law, both as a means of
salvation and as the way of righteousness. So then, if you take the
Law as your standard, Christians are sinners, but Paul does not take
the Law as his standard, and thus cannot accept the definition of
sinner. On the contrary, the real sin would be to revert to the way
of law-righteousness, v.18'; Cousar, Gal, p.51; Hansen, Abraham,
p.106: 'the contrast between napoolms and apapTwAoi suggests that
Paul views the rebuilding of the law rather than the breaking of it
as the real transgression.. .While he admits that breaking them would
cause him to be classified with the izmapTwAot (v.17) from the
perspective of the law, he goes on to insist that any submission to
those commands of the law which he had broken would in fact
constitute transgression (v.18) from the perspective of the gospel'.
15See Lambrecht, 'Transgressor', pp.231-34; cf. 'Line', pp.488-89,
493-94. Wechsler, Geschichtsbild, pp.391-93 has come to a very
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Lambrecht argues that the 'unexpressed' direct object of
wmpaParNs is not the Law (as in Burton), but could refer to the new
command in 2.19a that Christians must live for God; in which case the
building up again of the Law would make obedience to that new command
no longer possible. 16 Furthermore, Lambrecht finds also a 'content
parallelism' between 2.18a and 2.21b in the two 'hypothetical
statements' and suggests that 2.18b ('transgressor') might correspond
to 2.21a ('nullifying the grace of God'). 17 In conclusion he says: 18
It is the restoration itself which also transgresses the new
command to live solely for God...by the restoration of the Law
Paul would destroy God's grace and become ipso facto a
transgressor of that new command to live for God.. .Paul does not
want to become a transgressor by nullifying the grace of God.
Summary Remarks: From the above survey, two crucial questions
come out very sharply which demand our closer attention. (1) It is
essential that the exact reference of C1C tucrAvcrot 'mime( in 2.18a
should be clarified. (2) With reference to TrapaPanw emmutop
CVVLUTIWW of 2.18b we have to ask, what is the meaning of napapciaNs,
and what is the possible unexpressed direct object of napapkw here.
It is our hope that at the end of this section we can come close to a
possible interpretation of this problematic and vague statement of
Paul. 19
similar conclusion.
16Cf. Lambrecht, 'Transgressor', p.234: 'To be sure, because of the
Pauline use of napaams and because of the specific content of v.18a
(restoration of Law prescriptions) one expects after "transgressor"
the objective genitive "Law": one tends spontaneously to supply its
absence. Yet, immediately afterwards, v.19a points to a new
situation: Paul is dead to the Law; and in v.19b there is the
cva' -clause which formulates the new command: a Christian must live
for God. Does the transgression of v.18b not precisely consist in the
building up again of the Law which would make obedience to the new
command no longer possible?'
17
Lambrecht, 'Transgressor', pp.222, 235.
18
Lambrecht, 'Transgressor', pp.235-36; his additional observations as
'proofs' on p.235.
19
Because of its immense difficulties, Hasler, 'Glaube', p.246 n8 and
Schmithals, 'Judaisten', pp.41-43 suggest that the verse could well
be a later scribal interpolation. But to excise a (difficult) text
without any text critical support is a desperate expedient.
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5.3. TWO NOTES OF CLARIFICATION ON 2.18
5.3.1. What does scallAwa Tara refer to?
The opposition between ocarAvalx and 01K0604 in the protasis
indicates that one way or another, either the act of 'tearing down'
or the 'building up' must be wrong (cf. Mark 15.58; Rom 14.19-20).1
Since KaTkAuTa is an aorist, while olicoaolla is in the present tense
and is qualified by naALP, the act of 'tearing down' must be an
earlier action done previously. 2 This past action of 'tearing down'
could refer to the time of conversion, or more likely, to the more
recent event at Antioch. More important is the interpretation of how
one understand the neuter direct object a (and Tauta with reference
to cmcoSomw).
The imagery of 'building up' often has a positive meaning and
reference, sometimes with God as the builder and Israel as the
object, which is an important OT tradition not least in the book of
Jeremiah. 3 The verb ottcoaoRew in the NT is used both in the literal
sense (e.g. Mark 12.1 par; 15.29 par) and also combined with various
4
objects in a figurative sense (e.g. Matt 16.18; 1 Pet 2.5). This
metaphor of 'building up' is also an important concept in Paul's
thinking especially with regard to his specific apostolic activity or
ministry and the spiritual task of the Christian community. 5 Though
There are also similar rabbinic expressions of contrast between
satar (KaTaXixLv) and banah (oircaomeiv), e.g. b. Berakot 63a: 'They
spoke to him: Thou has built up (by praising us), thou canst not now
tear down (by calumniating us; thy tearing down would contradict thy
building up); thou hast already fenced around, thou canst not make a
break'; b. Nedarim 40a: 'R. Shimeon b. Eleazar (c.190) said: When the
young men say to thee: Build, and the old: Tear down, listen to the
old men and not to the young; for the building of the young is a
tearing down, and the tearing down of the old a building up; a sign
of this is Rehoaboam, the son of Solomon' (cited by 0. Michel,
TDNT 5:136-44, here p.142). See also Str-B 1:876; 3:379,
537-38.
2
Cf. Klein, 'Individualgeschichte', p.198.
3See Jer 1.10 (his own prophetic call); 12.16; 24.6; 31.4, 31.28;
33.7; 42.10; 45.4. For extra-biblical Jewish references, see Michel,
TDNT 5:137-38.
4
See BAGD, 'cuicaopeW, 558; Michel, TDNT 5:138-39.
5
The verb appears only nine times: Rom 15.20; 1 Cor 8.1; 10.1, 23;
14.4[2x], 17; Gal 2.18; 1 Thess 5.11; the noun otKoSoftli ten times:
Rom 14.19; 15.2; 1 Cor 3.9; 14.3, 5, 12, 26; 2 Cor 5.1; 10.8; 12.19;
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oucoSomeiv is often used in the positive sense, it is used in the
negative sense here: 'the usage in 2.18 is on the whole unique in
Paul' says Michel. 6 Thus in the protasis of 2.18a, the wrong act is
not the 'tearing down' (KocrocALELv), but the very act of 'building up'
(cmco8opeLv).
As we have already noted, the direct object of oircoSoAW, TUTa
in the accusative case, is a neuter plural demonstrative pronoun
which is qualified by a neuter plural relative pronoun a followed by
sacrAuTa. But what does Paul has in mind with Tatra?
There are some curious suggestions, such as sin,
7
 or the
church. 8 Most scholars, however, think that the neuter plural Tara
obviously refers to the Law (b Inillos; masculine singular). 9 Eg. Oepke
remarks that 'so waren die Worte
	 KocreAuTa Tat= besser durch
13.10; cf. Eph 2.21; 4.12, 16, 29) in Paul's writings. See Michel,
TDNT 5:140-42; Dunn, Rom, 2:825; G.D. Fee, The First Epistle to the
Corinthians (NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987), p.137.
6
Michel, TDNT 5:142, cf. 'olKoSomeiv, in distinction from Pauline
usage elsewhere, has here a negative character; it is not a
soteriological term; for it signifies the restoration and confession
of the ancient order of the Law, the very opposite of its ordinary
sense. The use of ouco6oActv in Gal 2.18 is in every way unique and
not at all typical' (n13, citing P. Vielhauer). Cf. Kieffer, Foi,
p.65: 'Une certaine ironie peut étre sous-jacente au texte'.
7
E.g. M. Luther, 'Lectures on Galatians' [1535], in Luther's Works
(ET; vols 26 and 27; Saint Louis: Concordia, 1963-64), pp.151-55,
when one accepts the gospel, sin is torn down; but when one abandons
the gospel, sin is built up again. 'By the gospel I have destroyed
sin, sadness, wrath, and death' (p.152); J. Calvin, The Epistle to
the Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians and Colossians (ET; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1965), p.41: 'for he [Paul] had preached the faith
of Christ in such a way as to connect with it the ruin and
destruction of sin. For John teaches that Christ came not to build up
but to destroy the kingdom of sin (1 John 3.8). And so Paul declares
here that in preaching the Gospel he had restored true righteousness
that sin might be destroyed'. But it is not clear how Luther and
Calvin arrived at this interpretation from the context itself. See
also the criticisms in Ebeling, Truth, p.133 and Neitzel, 'Zur
Interpretation', p.135.
8
In order to argue that the direct object of tearing down and
building up could refer to the 'church;, Gaston, Paul, p.71 insist
(against Michel) that Paul's usage of oticoäogieLv here at 2.18 is the
same as elsewhere. For other suggestions, see Bruce, Gal, p.142.
90r in Betz's comments, the words 'law' and 'works of law' become
interchangeable (Gal, p.121).
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10
einfaches TOV	 zu ersetzen'; 10 Schlier, 'Das, was der Christ
aufgelOst und auBer Geltung gesetzt hat, ist das Gesetz bzw. sind
seine Forderungen (demands) und die Leistungen (performances), die
gegenUber dem Gesetz geschahen, als Mittel und Wege, um zur
Gerechtigkeit zu kommen'. 11
 Similarly, Fung after identifying the
object as 'the law, which set up the wall of partition (cf. Eph 2.14)
between Jews and Gentiles by means of the its demands' goes on to say
'and which, by the same means, could be perverted into an instrument
for supposedly attaining merit before God' 12 Or more nuanced by
Longenecker: 'The phrase ix', sarravma Tat-ca.—refers to the law as both
the basis for justification and a necessary form of life'. 13
But is it proper to identify Tama (and with T?3,1 v8pov?
Probably not. In our opinion, it does appear that a more
straightforward reading is to relate this neuter plural rata to 47a
yawn), which appears three times in 2.16 and plays quite a
significant part in the argumentation. This observation is shared
partly by Mussner: 'Hinter dem unbestimmten Objekt Tama verbirgt
sich entweder die Vorstellung von bestimmten Verboten des Gesetzes
wie die rituellen Speiseregeln (ritual food laws) oder die
Vorstellung vom Gesetz als Scheidewand (barrier), die nach jUdischer
Auffassung Juden und Heiden voneinander trennt'. 14
But Ebeling insists that one should 'dig deeper than the words
of the text seems to require' (i.e. the ceremonial law alone) and
DI
argues that Tatra (and a) should refer to 'cpya popov in
general...everything that fulfillment of the law might be expected to
Oepke, Gal, p.93. Cf. Lightfoot, Gal, p.117: 'The pulling down and
building up have reference doubtless to the Mosaic law, though
expressed as a general maxim (Tara)'.
11Schlier, Gal, p.97.
12
Fung, Gal, p.120 (italics mine). Cf. Guthrie, Gal, p.89: 'It would
be sinful to reimpose law as a method of salvation'; Cole, Gal,
pp.122-23: 'The Judaizers, with their reintroduction of law-keeping
as an essential of salvation, are painfully rebuilding the very
structure of human "merit" that, for Paul, had come crashing in ruins
on the Damascus road'. Also insists Rohde, Gal, p.114 that seeking
justification in Christ is 'emn AuflOsen des Gesetzes: Wer die
Gerechtigkeit in Christus sucht, sucht sie nicht mehr im Gesetz, ist
aus dem Gesetz herausgetreten und hat es fUr sich niedergerissen'.
13
Longenecker, Gal, pp.90-91.
14J
Mussner, Gal, p.178; cf. Eph 2.14.
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gain in terms of one's standing in the eyes of God'. 15
 Similarly,
Neitzel argues that 'Paulus mit dem Relativpronomen die Suche nach
dem Gerechtfertigtwerden aus Gesetzeswerken, d.h. die jUdische
,„
Lebensweise, meint: TO Clitall 6LKMLWOCWW,	 47wv wheou t in 2.1/. 16
But in our opinion this type of 'deeper' reading into grria vOgou as a
human religious search for justification tends to misunderstand
Paul's original context of conflict and to forget the social
dimension and implications of the gospel. 17
Certainly, Paul's objection to gpra 1fl6gou is not directed mainly
to its ritual aspect as Mussner seems to indicate. In §3.3.2. above,
we have already clarified the meaning of cpwa vogou as Jewish
covenantal nomism which focuses on principal identity-confirming and
boundary-defining markers such as circumcision, Jewish food laws and
Sabbath observance. It is these traditional badges of Jewish
covenantal membership that had caused much trouble and division in a
mixed Christian community, not least in the disruption of
table-fellowship at Antioch.
Thus with reference to the incident at Antioch, there is no
doubt that Paul refused to back down and to reintroduce again (niaLv
2/
oLicoaog3) the divisive Jewish food laws (Tatut = cp7a vogou) which
had been torn down previously before the arrival of the men from
James (cf. 2.12) because Paul was convinced that Christian community
should remain as one body and not be divided. 18 On the other hand, it
is Peter who gave in to pressure to 'rebuild' the Jewish Vp7a vOgou
and so divided the community. And since the protasis of 2.18a is
2introduced by EL (not cav) which implies a real case, the
non-emphatic 'I' can hardly apply to Paul himself, but could be a
rhetorical device ('Stilmittel') to make reference to people like
15
Ebeling, Truth, pp.133-34.
161ieitzel, 'Zur Interpretation', p.136.
17
See esp. Dahl, Studies, pp.95-120; Stendahl, Paul, pp.1-7, 78-96,
129-33.
18
For Paul, if covenantal membership is defined also by traditional
Jewish cp7a vogou, Gentiles by nature would have been excluded right
away, unless Gentile Christians 'judaize' all the way and receive
circumcision. But this assimilation policy (that Gentiles could join
the Jewish community by becoming proselytes; cf. Barclay, Obeying,
p.235) greatly threatens the very heart of Paul's gospel: 'the truth
of the gospel' for the Gentiles (2.5). See again §2.2.3. and §3.5.
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Peter 
19
5.3.2. What is the Meaning of naparikmy in 2.18b?
What would happen if Paul were to rebuild the EpTa vOgov? In the
protasis of 2.18b Paul says I napaPletny 4tautO y TUVLUTC6W. But what
does it mean by napapIrms? And napagOans of what? As we have seen,
most scholars would assume that the unexpressed object of Trapap&Tily
is the Law ( yOpou) and argue that it refers to the sinful
transgression of the divine Law (e.g. view 2a). But some argue that
the term here is equivalent to acpaptwAoL ('sinners' in the Jewish
sense) because 2.18b is seen as parallel to 2.17b (e.g. view la and
Bruce). For Gaston, Hapaga-ms is to be translated 'apostate' •20 And
Lambrecht now argues that the unexpressed object could refer to the
new command which is found in 2.19a (see 3c above).
The issue is complicated partly because Paul did not express
clearly the object of napapOrmy here. 21 But Paul did provide the noun
v6mou in Rom 2.25 ('do you dishonor God aa tis Napapacews Tot)
yOpoW) and 2.27 ('you who have the written code and circumcision but
are =papa-my yogoV). 22 As with regard to another closely related
noun naploacLs ('transgression, overstepping') which appears four
times in Paul, transgression is always related to the Law (3.19; Rom
2.23; 4.15) except in Rom 5.14 with reference to Adam's transgression
of God's commandment (cf. Gen 2.16-17). 23 It does appear that
19
So Burton, Gal, p.130; Mussner, Gal, p.178; Tannehill, Dying,
pp.56-57; Schlier, Gal, p.96; Kieffer, Foi, p.62; Barclay, Obeying,
p.80 n13; BOttger, 'Paulus', p.92; pace Lambrecht, 'Transgression',
pp.221-22; Gaventa, 'Galatians', p.318; Theissen, Psychological,
p.198; Dunn, Gal(ms), p.11. See again BDF §281; cf. MHT 3:39-40. For
further discussion on cvo in 2.19-20, see §5.4. and §6.5. below.
20Gaston, Paul, p.67; cf. Segal, Paul, pp.202, 211.
21.
Bachmann, Sunder, p.46; cf. Burton, Gal, p.131 even suggests that
the word may reflect the usage by the opponents, thus adding to the
ambiguity and uncertainty.
22Similarly, vOgov is also clearly expressed with reference to
napaPatils in Jas 2.9 and 2.11.
23,
mxplic13aTts appears also in 1 Tim 2.14 (with reference to Eve's
transgression of God's commandments); Heb 2.2 (the word of angels)
and Heb 9.15 (the Law of God under the first covenant). The verb
napagouvw ('I transgress, I break') appears only three times in NT
but not in Paul. In Matt 15.2 the transgression refers to the
tradition of the elders and 15.3 the commandment of God; the usage in
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napmparns as a legal term always has the Law (or God's command) in
mind, 24 and carries a more serious connotation than the Jewish sense
of mgapTwAot as in 2.17b. 25 Therefore we consider it quite appropriate
to supply the word awl; mentally after napaglmv in 2.18b, thus 'a
transgressor of Torah'.
Acts 1.25 is intransitive, 'to go aside' (BAGD, 'nmpagaiane, 1
[611]). For a brief discussion of these terms, see also M. Wolter,
'TrapaPacts, nmpaPaivw, napapkrw, EWNT 3:32-35.
24.
Rightly Schneider, TDNT 5:739, 741. Cf. Betz, Gal, p.121 n71;
Lambrecht, 'Transgressor', p.231 (but not p.234); Cranfield, Rom,
1:170; Dunn, Rom, 1:215; Barrett, Rom, p.106; Morris, Rom, p.207.
25Thus we do not think 2.17b and 2.18b should be seen as parallel
statements; contra Bultmann, 'Zur Auslegung', p.399; Bruce, Gal,
p.142; Soards, 'Seeking', 249.
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5.4. TOWARDS A POSSIBLE READING OF 2.18 AND 'I'
If our clarifications above are on the right track, Paul seems
to suggest that if anyone were to rebuild the 47a pdmov (just as
Peter did under pressure), one would 'prove' or 'make' oneself a real
transgressor of Torah (napagIcri)s [v6pou]). On this understanding
Paul's statement is indeed paradoxical: what some Jewish Christians
considered to be absolutely necessary, the observance of traditional
Jewish identity-confirming and boundary-defining markers (47m
vomou), has turned out to be a transgression of Torah. In contrast,
Paul seems to suggest that non-observance (cf. maccAtieL y) of Jewish
covenantal nomism amounts to real obedience to God and of Torah.
Then how does this paradoxical statement of Paul relate to the
argument of 2.17. In our opinion, Paul's statement of 2.18 is not a
parenthesis repeating the idea of 2.17b ('sinners') which would
amount to moving backward in argument, but is rather moving forward
as the first clarification in response to the illogical question of
2.17c ('Is Christ a servant of sin?'). Immediately after the strong
negation 01 Tkvocro at 2.17d, Paul moves on to say, it is not Christ
who makes one sin, but 'I' myself. It is the 'I' who rebuilds the
epia vogou who is responsible for transgressing God's Torah.
Since our rendering of the flow in argument implies a contrast
between Christ and 'I', the question why the emphatic 46 did not
appear in 2.18 but only in 2.19-20 seems less problematic. 2
 Firstly,
it is quite possible that Paul would like to reserve the emphatic 410
for the clear and unambiguous positive statement, 'the second
clarification', which he is going to make in 2.19-20. 3 This use of
emphatic 46 referring to Paul himself in fact is quite consistent
and prominent in Galatians: 4 e.g. 44) did not receive from man
Cf. Burton, Gal, p.131; Longenecker, Gal, p.90.
2
In a sense our rendering of 2.18 in relation to 2.17c shares the
same difficulty with view 2a. See also the critical questions posed
by Lambrecht, 'Line', p.488.
35o Oepke, Gal, pp.93-94; Rohde, Gal, p.115; cf. Stauffer, TDNT
2:357: 'At this point [2.19) Paul has to use I rather than We because
he sees more plainly and acts more consistently than Peter'; Mussner,
Gal, p.179; Meyer, Gal, pp.121-22.
4
Stauffer, TDNT 2:356; Hasler, 'Glaube', p.247; Bouwmann, 'Christus',
p.53 n51; Theissen, Psychological, pp.198-201, also highly critical
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(1.12); tvid beseech you, become as 46 (4.12); now 46 Paul say to
you (5.2); 46 have confidence in the Lord (5.10); but if 44) still
preach circumcision (5.11); the world has been crucified to me K&76
)to the world (6.14); cw bear the marks of Jesus (6.17). 5 Secondly,
since the 'I' of 2.18 can hardly refer to Paul himself but reflects
the disapproved conduct of Peter, it is likely that Paul intends to
make a contrast between himself and Peter. 6 Thus it becomes quite
likely that Paul first introduced the first person singular 'I' at
2.18 to signal a contrast with 'Christ' (2.17c) but reserved the
/
emphatic vyw for the real 'I' in 2.19-20. 7
3	 A
In sum Paul regards the 'rebuilding again' (nlat.v oucoaogi)) of
traditional Jewish cpya vopou as a real transgression of Torah. In
order for Paul to convince other Jewish Christians that this 'tearing
down' (KomaALELP) is acceptable, and is indeed a correct response to
the gospel of Christ, he no doubt has to substantiate his argument:
he needs further support and argument for the case. And to this we
shall turn to Paul's second clarification at 2.19-20.
of Kiimmel's 'fictitive I'; contra Bachmann, Sander, pp.43-45.
5Similar emphasis is found in the use of epotilmou (1.11; 1.14[2x];
1.15; 1.17; 2.20c; 4.14; 4.19; 4.20; 6.17), 41a/1cm (1.2; 1.16;
1.24; 2.3; 2.6; 2.8; 2.9; 2.20a; 4.15; 4.21; 6.14[2x]; 6.17) and
I
cpc/pe (1.15; 2.20c; 4.12; 4.14; 4.18) throughout the letter. All the
references above are found in K. Aland's computer concordance.
6We maintain that this line of interpretation is less problematic
compared to Theissen's insistence that the et. condition at 2.18 has
to be an exception and so the 'I' could refer to Paul himself. We
concede that there is one possible weakness in our reading of two
different 'I"s at 2.18 and 2.19a. It will strengthen our case if
Paul had used an adversative particle such as Si or olAAce at the
beginning of 2.19a to indicate the contrast. But we suspect, Paul
would consider the shift to emphatic 46 at 2.19 is enough to signal
the intended comparison between himself and Peter.
7The comparison with Peter, one of the Pillars, is also found in
Paul's account of the Jerusalem meeting: Peter was entrusted with the
gospel to the circumcised and Paul the gospel to the uncircumcised
(2.7); Peter for the mission to the circumcised and Paul to the
Gentiles (2.8).
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CHAPTER SIX
THE SECOND CLARIFICATION (GAL 2.19-20)
6.1. SOME PRELIMINARY OBSERVATIONS
Before we engage ourselves with the problems of individual words
and phrases, we would like to begin by making some important general
observations on 2.19-20. The second clarification is again introduced
by Tap as in 2.18. The first statement 47c1) 7«p aLac v6pLou vOgy
CI
anctfavov, Lva Occ? Cicrw' (2.19a) is very nicely structured: it
consists of two sharply contrasting principles, 'dying to Law' and
'living to God', one negative and the other positive. The polarity is
signified not only by the nouns, with both vbille and *cii) in the dative
case, but also by the verbs, broOviimcw ('I die') and Ilco ('I live').1
When we look at the next two statements of 2.19b and 2.20, it is
very likely that two key ideas in 2.19a are taken up and elaborated.
For example, the idea of 'death' in 2.19a (lark0avov, aorist tense) is
being echoed in Xptcq TyveatalfwwpaL, 'I have been crucified with
Christ' (perfect tense) of 2.19b. 2 On the other hand, the idea of
'living to God' is being taken up and expanded in a series of
statements on 'living' in 2.20ab: I no longer live; Christ lives in
me; the life I now live in the flesh I live by faith. 3 So Mussner
observes that 'Der Terminus a) in V19 gab dem Apostel emn
entscheidendes Stichwort, das vier Sdtze mit demselben Term aus sich
Duncan, Gal, p.70; cf. T.J. Deidun, New Covenant Morality in Paul
(AnBib 89; Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1981), p.123: 'radical and
definitive severance'.
2
Cf. Mussner, Gal, p.180; Modalsli, 'Gal 2.19-21', p.24.
3
Bruce, Gal, p.143; Modalsli, 'Gal 2.19-21', p.27. Note also the
threefold ak's in 2.20ab, see §6.4.1. below.
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entl&Bt, von denen je zwei zusammengehOren'. 4
Then in regard to the phrase Z12 TUCTCL, Paul immediately defines
it with the dative article t followed by Tot 0.01.) Tot OUR, ('the
faith of the Son of God'). 5 Again, this unique phrase 'Son of God'6
is further qualified by Ta hanimmirrOs pc Kt nmpa6Ovros Loambv Wp
Eliot) (2.20c). The content of which seems very likely to be Paul's
quotation, or at least an adaptation, of a pre-Pauline traditional
formula.
7
Thus the different statements in 2.19-20 could be related as in
the following sentence layout: 8
4
Mussner, Gal, p.182.
5
The expression utou 'MU Ocoil is well supported by K A C D2 and
almost all the versions and patristic witnesses (see UBS 3 ), though
Ocoii Kat XpLorrot receives support from P B D F G (b) MVict. On
'Son of God' as the correct reading, see Metzger, Textual Commentary,
p.593; contra O'Neill, Recovery, pp.44-45. We are more inclined to
read to UtOt in relation to faith as subjective genitive, see
§3.3.3. above.
6See also 1.16; 4.4-6; cf. Rom 1.3-4, 9; 5.10; 8.3, 29, 32; 1 Cor
1.9; 15.28; 2 Cor 1.19; Col 1.13; 1 Thess 1.10. On whether the title
'Son of God' and the sending formula implies pre-existence and so
incarnation of Christ, see e.g. Kramer, Christ, pp.108-128, 183-94;
Conzelmann, Outline, p.200; Goppelt, Theology, 2:68-79 (bibliography
on pp.68-69); Dunn, Christology, pp.33-46; Rom, 1:420-21; Keck, Paul,
pp.43-49; E. Schweizer, 'What Do We Really Mean When We Say "God sent
his son..."?' in Faith and History: Essays in Honor of P.W. Meyer
(edited by J.T. Carroll, C.H. Cosgrove and E.E. Johnson; Atlanta:
Scholars, 1991), pp.298-312, for divergent views.
70n 2.20c as a pre-Pauline formula, see esp. Kramer, Christ, pp.118,
187-89 and K. Wengst, Christologische Formeln und Lieder des
Urchristentums (SNT 7; 2nd edition; Giltersloh: Gerd Mohn, 1973). G.
Berenyi, 'Gal 2.20: a Pre-Pauline or a Pauline Text?' Biblica 65
(1984), pp.490-537, esp. pp.509-523, however, argues that 2.20c is
more likely a Pauline creation because the use of napoo5L6w3L. with
reflexive pronoun is considered quite different from 8L8w3lL. Anyway,
Paul might be quite flexible in modifying the traditional material
for his own argument (cf. Hasler, `Glaube', pp.243-44; Dunn, Gal(ms),
p.15): note the strongly personal reference 'me' and 'for me' here
(cf. Rom 7.24-25; 2 Cor 12.8-10; Phil 1.21; 3.8; 4.13). On other
Pauline texts with similar thought, see Betz, Gal, p.125 n107; Bruce,
Gal, p.145.
8
Cf. Guthrie, Gal, p.90; Brinsmead, Gal, p.73: 'The first dying/
living construction makes anthropological assertions, whereas the
second centers in Christological assertions'.
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XpLaTre vvveTta4wpa4..
(5 aKETL £74),	 .Sctgot XpLaT6s.
8 de Vi711 C3 L1 (rapid., £11 NLUTEL
ri Tot Uta) Ta OEOZ
6,a) 74 i5( vOilov v6pw larLOavov , LVM Oca
toy lemnicavan pc
napas6pros toarr6v tn4
But there are still some very difficult questions lying ahead
for us in these two verses. For example, what does Paul mean by
'dying to Law' and 'living to God' (2.19a)? What is the function of
nouns in the dative case (vb ilio and 04)) in relation to verbs of dying
and living? Furthermore, what is the meaning of the enigmatic phrase
(Sac inipau at 2.19a? How does aLa vOpou qualify the main verb kaLftepop
adverbially in relation to the preceding subject 46!) ('I died through
the Law to the Law')? 9 What does Paul mean by 'XpLo-cre cruvco-ra4wpaC
(2.19b) - when and how did the co-crucifixion with Christ happen?
What does Paul intend to convey by 'I live tv (Tapia and L, 111.MTCC at
2.20? In the following discussion, it is quite impossible for us to
go into detail on all the exegetical and theological questions, but
we shall concern ourselves chiefly with the main thought in 2.19-20,
how it relates to Paul's rejection at 2.17 (grri Tevouro) and supports
Paul's argument in response to the crisis at Antioch. 10
9BDF §203: 'The line of demarcation between adverb and preposition is
naturally difficult to draw' (cf. §§184, 214-16). See 6.2.2. below.
10
It is important to observe that Paul has already introduced some key
theological terms such as Law, God, Christ, faith, dying and living
in 2.19-20 here as part of his clarification against the false
inference at 2.17c (see §4.3.2. above). One would also notice that
Paul's continuing talk of living to God, Christ living in him and he
living in faith clearly echoes his previous comments on Peter's life
(cf. 2.14b). This phenomenon is one that supports our observation
that the interpretation of 2.15-21 should take into consideration the
context of Antioch seriously.
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6.2. THE MEANING 2.19A
6.2.1. The Meaning of 'Dying to Law' and 'Living to God':
The imagery or concept of dying to one power/force and living to
another is at the heart of 2.19a. A similar pattern of transfer and
contrast is also found in Rom 7.4: 'you have died to the Law
(£15NWMTWOnte 'et> v6gT) through the body of Christ (81.11 TOU oxLgatos Ta
^Xpurrou), 1 so that you may belong to another, to him who has been
raised from the dead in order that we may bear fruit for God' (cf.
7.6). On the other hand, Paul talks of dying to sin, 'we died to sin'
(lareOlevogev r &gap-do) in Rom 6.2, in contrast to living to God (cf.
6.10-11). 2 Though the word 'dying' is not used in Gal 6.14, it is
important to note that Paul talks of being crucified to the world:
I	 •	 I
'epoL 'wows co-raupwraL 'caw Koolue' (the world has been crucified to
me, and I to the world). The question is, what does Paul mean by
words connoting dying which are followed by vhfue, &gaprio and Kbolue. 3
Moule suggests that the construction of 'dying' with the dative
was possibly created by Paul by analogy with 'living' followed by the
dative in a relational sense, and thus designates respect (`in the
sight of' or 'in relation to'). 4 And if the sense of dying to the Law
(just as dying to sin or to the world) is equally strong and
negative, this dative of relationship could well be understood in
terms of possession or rule: the ownership over one's life has passed
from the (negative rule of) Law to God through death. s However, some
One should note the remarkable difference in the words which follow
the preposition al.& in 2.19a and in Rom 7.4. In our opinion, one
should be cautious in using an interpretation of Rom 7.4 as a key to
understand 2.19a (cf. Burton, Gal, pp.133-34; Gilthvedt, Dying,
p.116).
2
Rom 6.10-11: 'The death he died he died to sin, once for all, but
the life he lives he lives to God. So you also must consider
yourselves dead to sin and alive to God in Christ Jesus' (RSV;
italics added).
3Cf. The idea of 'living to God' is used in hellenistic Judaism
referring to heroic martyrs (4 Macc 7.19, 16.25) or to the few
capable of contemplating the higher quality (Philo, De Mbtatione
Nominum 213; cf. Dunn, Rom, 1:324); Luke 20.38. See Wedderburn,
Baptism, p.43 nl.
vloule, 'Death', pp.369-70, 374-75; cf. Burton, Gal, pp.132, 134;
Longenecker, Gal, p.91. On dative of respect, see BDF §197.
5
So Tannehill, Dying, pp.18, 57-58; Schnackenburg, Baptism, p.62;
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scholars maintain that the dative case construction is a dative of
(dis)advantage:"it 'serves to designate the person whose interest is
affected'. 6 In this case, the disadvantage (incommodi) with respect
to Law is compared to the advantage (commodi) with respect to God:
'Das "Sterben zuungunsten des Gesetzes" hat filr den Christen den
positiven Sinn und Zweck: tc Om) 07Nne.
7
In any case, to make a decision between the two explanations is
not easy. However, one should pay more attention to how the
connection between 'dying to Law' and 'living to God' is indicated by
CI	 .1	 8
the conjunction Lvm: 'Der Ton liegt in dem Lva-Satz auf I'm'. The
tfLim indicates purpose and goal: dying to Law immediately suggests
living to God. 9 The change from 'I died' (aorist mneftvov) to 'I
might live' (aorist subjunctive C4Tw) is also considered
irreversible, a one-way street. 10 'With death obligations towards the
law have ceased'. 11
According to Paul, the decisive transfer took place through
death: 'to die to Law' refers to the past (the aorist 16L5,mvov simply
indicates the fact of the experience); 12 but 'to live for God' is a
Schlier, Gal, p.100; Bruce, Gal, p.143; Beker, Paul, p.187; Liihrmann,
Gal, p.45; Sanders, PPJ, pp.466-68; Ziesler, Rom, p.175; Ebeling,
Truth, pp.138-39; Gilthvedt, Dying, pp.81-82; Grayston, Dying, p.72.
6So BDF §188.2; Ridderbos, Gal, p.104 n32; Zerwick and Grosvenor,
Grammatical Analysis, p.568; W. ThUsing, Per Christum in Deum (NTAbh
1; Minster: Aschendorff, 1965), pp.79-81.
7
Mussner, Gal, pp.179-82, here p.182; cf. Cranfield, Rom, 1:336;
Dunn, Rom, 1:362; Moo, Rom, 1:373-74; BAGD,	 3.b (337).
8
Mussner, Gal, p.180 n61.
9
Ridderbos, Gal, p.104; Schnackenburg, Baptism, p.63; Bligh, Gal,
p.213 ('the emphatic part of v.19 is the purpose clause'); contra
Calvin, Gal, p.42 who insists that the conjunction tvm breaks off
with the preceding statement.
10So Betz, Gal, p.122; Guthrie, Gal, p.89; Ebeling, Truth, pp.141-42;
Deidun, New, p.123; Dunn, Gal(ms), p.12.
11Schoeps, Paul, p.193; cited approvingly by Bruce, Gal, p.143. Cf.
'as soon as a man is dead, he is free from the obligation of the
commands' (R. Johanan in b. Shabbath 30a, based on Ps 88.6); Barrett,
Rom, p.129; Tannehill, Dying, p.18.
121
Kedderburn, Baptism, p.350. On aorist tense, see BDF §§318, 331-34.
Since the concepts of 'dying to the Law' and 'being crucified with
Christ' are somehow distinct but interrelated (at least the context
of 2.19 demands it), we shall discuss the question when and how did
the 'death' happen in §6.3.3. below.
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continuing existence, both in the soteriological sense as a life
beyond death and in the ethical sense as a life for God in Christ
(cf. Rom 6.10-11; 2 Cor 5.15). 13 It seems clear that for Paul the
emphasis lies not so much on the 'plight' of one under the Law but
the positive outcome through death in one's life, 'living to God'.
Thus the decisive transfer from previous dominion under the Law to
new existence under the power of God could be the main idea; the
'disadvantage' to wilice is compared to the 'advantage' to OCC).
Therefore when Paul insists that the present 'living to God'
comes as a consequence of 'dying to Law', it could be quite
inconceivable to a Jewish mind that such a constrast between God and
Torah should be posed, as indeed it would be very shocking to any Jew
who regarded highly the divine gift of Torah to the chosen people of
Israel. 14 But for Paul, Christian existence can no longer be defined
by Torah and its interpretation; in fact, Christian living in its
true character is to be perceived in a new perspective - a radical
reorientation which involves 'for God, in Christ and in faith' (see
below). Therefore, this statement of 2.19a clarifies one step further
why Paul rejects the traditional Torah definition of 'sin' at 2.17
and why he refuses to reestablish the 'works of Law' in the first
place (cf. 2.18a). For Paul, Torah no longer commands the life of
Christians, including those of Jewish origin.
6.2.2. The Meaning of (32c v4Lov (2.19a):
But why and how does Paul come to this radical understanding?
What does Paul mean by saying that he died Sat vOmota Grammatically
how does the prepositional phrase aa vLpou relate to the subject Wo
13
Betz, Gal, p.122 n82. In our opinion, it is not necessary to limit
the meaning of 'to live' to either one or the other: e.g. Burton,
Gal, p.135, Mussner, Gal, p.182 insist on the ethical sense and
Cosgrove, Cross, p.140 only the soteriological sense, insisting that
2.19a is not concerned with 'living to God' as a form of new ethical
existence, but only with the eschatological life as a result of
crucifixion with Christ and death to the law. Bultmann, as usual, is
more concerned with its existential sense: to live not for self, but
for God, and to give up one's self (C7W) to die (cf. Theology, 1:210,
301, 331).
14
Cf. Ebeling, Truth, p.147; Kieffer, Foi, p.70: 'Le resultat de son
raisonnement est de creer entre vivre pour la Loi et vivre pour Dieu
une opposition qu'un Juif naturellement ne saurait accepter';
Mussner, Gal, p.180.
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and/or the verb larLifavov? What is the meaning of Sa with the
genitive?15 The problem is quite heavily debated and there are no less
than five different views on sa awou in 2.19a.
(1) The view of two different laws: while v6gce refers to the Law
of Moses, aa I/6pm) is identified with the law of faith (cf. Rom
3.27; 8.2) or the law of Christ (cf. 6.2; 1 Cor 9.21). 16 But since
there is nothing in the verse or its context to warrant
distinguishing two laws, it is very unlikely that the terms vOgre and
sat vOpou could refer to different laws. 17 Furthermore, the vOmos in
both cases must be the Mosaic Law, 18 otherwise the paradox and the
whole point of the passage would be lost. 19
(2) The preparatory psychological view: the Law pointed beyond
itself to Christ in its pronouncement of the death sentence over the
hopeless sinner who is not able to fulfil the requirements of the
law. 20 So Mussner argues that 'Wer er nicht erfUllt, verfAllt seinem
todbringenden Fluch. Und in der Tat ist es fiir Paulus so, dall niemand
die strengen Forderungen des Gesetzes erfUllen kann. Und so sind alle
"durch das Gesetz" dem Tod verfallen "gestorben" 
21
But if it is the role of the Law in pointing out the
15,
According to A. Oepke,
	
TDNT 2:65-70 there are five uses of
St& with genitive: spatial, temporal, modal, instrumental, and
causal. See also BAGD,
	
A.I-IV (179-81); BDF §223.
16j
E.g. Lagrange, Gal, p.51, following Ambrosiaster: 'hoc dicit, quia
per legem fidei mortuus est legi Moysis'; Luther, Gal, pp.161-64;
Neitzel, 'Zur Interpretation', p.138 ('law of faith' and 'law of
works'; cf. pp.138-42; p.139 n86 on earlier commentators).
17 Schlier, Gal, p.99; Mussner, Gal, p.181 n68.
18
Most scholars now recognize that vOgos, with or without the article,
refers to the Law which Moses received from God (see BAGD, 'vomos', 3
[542]; Rohde, Gal, p.115; contra Lightfoot, Gal, p.117).
19
Meyer, Gal, p.122.
20
E.g. Calvin, Gal, p.41; Lightfoot, Gal, p.118; Lietzmann, Gal, p.17;
Zahn, Gal, p.133; Burton, Gal, p.133; Duncan, Gal, p.70; Beker, Paul,
p.187: 'through its divine judgement over me' (though he goes on to
elaborate in Christological terms); Cole, Gal, p.123. Cf. Modalsli,
'Gal 2.19-21', p.26: 'In dreierlei Hinsicht ist Paulus Sac vomou mit
der Hoffnung auf das Gesetz fertig geworden: 1. das Gesetz war ihm
zum Selbst-Leben und Gott-tot-Sein geworden; 2. es hatte ihn zum Tode
verurteilt; 3. es wurde durch die wahre Erhellung seines Wesens auf
semen rechten theologischen Ort extra locum iustificationis
zurtickgewiesen'.
211
Aussner, Gal, p.180.
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insufficiency of the Law, would it not be better for Paul to write
&a TOY vOgloy ? 22 And this moral effect explanation (with focus on
'weakness of the flesh') seems not apparent at all in our passage. 23
(3) An alternative preparatory explanation for the Law's
pointing to Christ is to appeal to the pedagogical role of the Law in
salvation-history: the Law confines everybody under sin before the
coming of Christ (cf. 3.19-25) and its role is temporary with respect
to the coming of Christ (cf. 4.4). 24 In view of Paul's teaching
elsewhere, this salvation-historical explanation seems more
plausible, but its main weakness is failure to explain how the
argument of 2.19a supports Paul's rejection at 2.17 and why the first
personal pronoun cvw is being used here.
25
(4) The causative or Christological view: since the Law is
instrumental in causing the death of Christ (cf. 3.13), believers who
are crucified with Christ (cf. 2.19b) died through the Law too. Thus
1M6mou means 'through the Law in its role in the death of Christ'
and is considered close to && toi3 TWIlatos Toil Xplx-rot in Rom 7•4•26
According to Tannehill, 'This is not something which happens
primarily in the individual's mind, but a matter of an eschatological
change through God's action' and 61.a v011ou corresponds to XpLaq
22So Meyer, Gal, p.123; cf. Bring, Gal, p.96. On 431.& with accusative,
see BDF §222.
Raisanen, Paul, p.57 considers this psychological view 'can be
safely dismissed'; though interestingly he went on to speculate on
Paul's experience under the law, the psychology of conversion
(pp.229-36).
24E.g. Betz, Gal, p.122; cf. Bligh, Gal, pp.211-12; for earlier
commentators, see Meyer, Gal, p.123.
25
Lightfoot, Gal, p.118 further argues that this explanation appeals
more to the 'reason and intellect' rather than to the 'heart and
conscience', but the whole tenor of 2.19 points rather to the moral
and spiritual change wrought in the believer.
26
E.g. G.R. Beasley-Murray, Baptism in the New Testament (London:
Macmillan, 1962), p.141; Becker, Gal, p.30-31; Bring, Gal, pp.94-97;
Brinsmead, Gal, p.75; Bultmann, 'Zur Auslegung', p.397; Cosgrove,
Cross, p.139; Deidun, New, pp.122-23; van Dtlmen, Theologie, p.26;
Fung, Gal, p.123; Gilthvedt, Dying, pp.101-115; Hansen, Abraham,
pp.107-108; Kieffer, Foi, pp.68-69; Kiimmel, Theology, p.214;
Liihrmann, Gal, p.45; Meyer, Gal, p.122; Oepke, Gal, p.95; Ridderbos,
Paul, p.210 (in contrast to Gal, p.104); Schlier, Gal, pp.100-101
(refers to Eph 2.14ff; Col 1.20ff, 2.14); Schnackenburg, Baptism,
pp.62-63; Watson, Paul, p.199 n95.
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Tvvca-caupwilaL of 2.19b. 27
But how does the Law actually cause the death of Christ? Though
attempts are made by some trying to explain how the Law had a part in
the crucifixion of Christ, 28
 the explanations are still not entirely
satisfactory. Thus it is criticised by Misdnen: 'It is difficult,
however, to find in Paul the idea that the law caused the death of
Christ; that the death of Christ caused the curse pronounced by the
law to be removed is surely something different' •29 Secondly, this
Christological explanation of Sul wigov builds on the assumption that
the phrase is equivalent to &A Ta TWincros To .0 XpLo-ra in Rom 7.4,
which is not entirely the same. 30 And if it is Paul's intention to
draw a 'sharp contrast between Christ and Law' here, 31
 would it not be
more straightforward and clear for Paul to write Sat XpLaToZ instead
of Sac vOmou? Thirdly, this view again did not explain quite
27
Tannehill, Dying, pp.58-59; cf. Oepke, Gal, p.95: 'Paulus denkt
konkreter und objektiver'.
28,
According to Gilthvedt, Dying, pp.101-108 two possible explanations
are given: (a) The Law is only an agent or means of death (64.«
instrumental with genitive of cause), while sin is actually the
primary cause for the death of Christ (see P. Benoit, 'The Law and
the Cross according to St Paul', Jesus and the Gospel [ET; 2 vols;
London: Darton, 1974], 2:11-39, here p.33; Schlier, Gal, pp.100-101;
Sanders, PUP, p.83); (b) The Law is the primary cause (3a vOmov,
genitive of author or origin), the 'remote' power and cause behind
the scenes which brought about both the secondary or 'proximate'
cause (the crucifixion of Christ) and its consequence, freedom from
the law for believers. Cf. Fitzmyer, 'Gal', 47:20: 'Its proximate
cause is the crucifixion of Christ himself, but its remote cause is
the law, the curse which was leveled against Christ (3.13). The
Mosaic law and the mentality that it produced among human beings were
responsible for the refusal to put faith in Christ and for the
crucifixion of him - and thus indirectly for the emancipation of
Christians who believe in him'; Ebeling, Truth, p.147; Gilthvedt,
Dying, pp.105-106, 108-113, the causative 'death-bringing character'
of the law.
29
Rdisdnen, Paul, p.58. He is rather more content with the ambiguity
of the phrase: 'Perhaps the general and somewhat vague idea that, by
pointing to Christ as the redeemer, the law pointed beyond itself and
thus paved the way for the Christian's liberation from it, is a
sufficient explanation' (p.58; n76 cites R. Gyllenberg, who assumes
intentional ambiguity behind the abbreviation).
300ne should also notice that in Rom 7.4 the subject {was is plural)
and the verb cOmvaTWOuc is in the passive voice, while the subject)
i s	
2
cyw  singular and the verb ancOavov is in the active voice in
2.19a. See Burton, Gal, pp.133-34; cf. Ziesler, Gal, p.22.
31So argues Rohde, Gal, p.116.
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adequately why the first personal pronoun ZTio is used in 2.19a.
(5) The personal view: the Law is seen as the accompanying
condition or situation in which 'I' (46) Paul lived and died (the
• Iprepositional phrase am vopou is attached also to the subject vav
and verb; al.& in the modal sense) 32 Thus comments Bruce: 33
there may also be a note of personal experience in 4(;)....541
vogov. Paul continues to use the first person singular as he
speaks for Jewish Christians in general, but the emphatic 46
(while it perhaps anticipates the 4cS of v.20) suggests that he
knew in a special way what it meant to die to law 'through law'.
According to this grammatical construction, it is quite possible
• •	 I
that cw...Oca popou would suggest something about Paul's own unique
experience of the Law before coming to Christ. In our opinion, this
personal view has also the advantage of reading the emphatic personal
)
pronoun cvo in referring to Paul himself, 34 and so in sharp contrast
to the unacceptable behaviour of 'I' of Peter at 2.18. The 'I' Paul
had died to the Law and so refused to compromise on reintroducing the
Jewish food laws in mixed table-fellowship at Antioch, while the 'I'
of Peter and other Jewish Christians did not realize that they had
died to the Law and had gone back to submit themselves under the
jurisdiction of Torah and Jewish traditions.
Thus if this grammatical reading is correct, one could even look
back to 1.13-14, the first incident in the narratio on his ethos, to
1 .
see what evo...ata vopou had meant to Paul himself. There Paul
describes his former life in Judaism as one of extreme fanaticism: in
32
Borse, Gal, p.117 ('emn modale Bedeutung', citing Rom 2.27; 4.11; 2
Cor 5.7). This view is preferred by Ziesler, Gal, p.22; found in
Dunn, Gal(ms), p.12; cf. Kim, Origin, pp.281, 294; Grayston, Dying,
pp.72-73. Though the phrase sat v6pou is used in the instrumental
sense at 2.21b, it is however not necessary to assume that the same
grammatical usage is used here at 2.19a (contra Gilthvedt, Dying,
p.106).
33Bruce, Gal, p.143.
34
So J.D.G. Dunn, Baptism in the Holy Spirit (London: SCM, 1970),
pp.106-107: 'He [Paul] recalls what becoming a Christian meant in his
own case (cw - v.19) - it was an experience of spiritual death (to
the law) resulting in new life (centred on and determined by the
indwelling Christ). It was not something which happened objectively
"outside of" Paul, operating externally of him; it was essentially a
subjective experience, a spiritual transformation in the core of his
personality'. Dunn is also highly critical of the sacramental view of
baptism.
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t
his full zeal (nept.cmarcpws .7)Acsyrns) 35 for the traditions of the
fathers, he persecuted the church of God violently and even tried to
destroy it (cf. 1.23; 1 Cor 15.9; Acts 8.3; 22.3-5; 26.9-11). 'It was
Paul's zeal for the law that made him so ardent a persecutor of the
church (cf. Phil 3.6)'. 36 In this respect, the Law, to which Paul had
been so utterly dedicated, had blinded him and led him to this
grievous sin against God until the point when God confronted him in
revealing His Son to him on the road to Damascus and called him to
preach among the Gentiles (1.15-16). Thus when Paul was confronted by
Christ, he considered himself to have died to the Law, together with
also all the Jewish traditions and customs he had previously served -
he discarded his zeal for maintaining the Law and the tradition. 37
Paul considered himself to have died on the road to Damascus. His
radical turn-about from Law to God, from zealousness for the
traditions of the fathers to zealousness for the mission among the
Gentiles, took place when God seized him in the Christophany.
Thus in our opinion, Paul's unique experience of Sa v6gov might
have played a part in his radical separation between living to God
and Torah observance. One can either belong to Christ or to Law. The
Law has for Paul turned out to be a hindrance in 'living to God'. 38
Thus at 2.20b, Paul goes on to define 'living to God' as living by
the faith of the Son of God and not by v6pos, just as he has defined
'justification' in relation to NIX-ELS XpLa-ra only, excluding the
role of cpia vomou (2.16c).
350n the nature and function of zeal in second-Temple Judaism, see M.
Borg, 'The Currency of the Term "Zealot", JTS 22 (1971), pp.504-512;
T.L. Donaldson, 'Zealot', ISBE 4:1175-79. On the social context of
Paul's persecution of the Church and his zeal for the law, see T.L.
Donaldson, 'Zealot and Convert: The Origin of Paul's Christ-Torah
Antithesis', CBQ 51 (1989). Pp.655-82, esp. pp.668-80.
36
Bruce, Gal, p.143; cf. Keck, Paul, pp.27-28.
37Cf. Gaventa, 'Galatians', p.322 on Paul's single-minded response to
the gospel.
38Rohde, Gal, p.116.
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6.3. THE MEANING OF Xpic-62 TuvecTa4wpat (2.19b)
Thus when Paul says that the old 'I Sac InSpote has died to Law,
immediately one might ask: How does the dying to Law come about? Is
the experience merely psychological on Paul's part? How does this
asyndeton statement XpLaT3 moveataupwat relate to 2.19a? In the
following discussion, we shall try to understand how and why Paul
introduces the significant theological motif, TbV XpLaTE72 ('with
Christ'; and here cru(v)cumpOw XpLati), 'dying with Christ'), to
account for the decisive transfer and to defend that his new
understanding of (past) dying to Law and (present) living to God is
no mere idiosyncratic decision on his part but the inevitable
outworking of Christ's death. 2
6.3.1. ELP-Compounds in Paul:
According to Grundmann, the basic meaning of the preposition AV
with the sociative dative is 'with' and the term has a personal
character. crin, carries the idea of togetherness, sharing a common
task or destiny. 3 Thus the unique Pauline crin, XpLaTre (or equivalent
formulation) has in view personal fellowship in the sense of coming
to and being with - 'together with'. 4 Of the twelve instances of
verbs with the formulation (AV XpLa.TW, crin, 'Inma, 04JP airrW), 5 three
times they are used in relation to the post-parousia situation: to be
with Christ in heaven (mainly in 1 Thess 4.13-5.11), five in respect
Tannehill, Dying, p.6 warns that 'The motif of dying and rising with
Christ may be said to be present when Paul refers to the believer's
participation in Christ's death or resurrection by means of a
construction which relates two elements which stand in the same
contrast to each other as "death" and "life" and are related in
thought to these terms'.
2So Dunn, Gal(ms), p.12; Guthrie, Gal, p.90; Kim, Origin, p.294.
3
Grundmann, TDNT 7:770. BAGD, 'AV', 1 and 2 (781): mtiv with the
dative of the persons denotes accompaniment and association, or do
something or experience something with someone. See also BDF §221.
4
Grundmann, TDNT 7:781.
5
Since there is no fixed formulation, it is better to think of it as
a motif and not as a fixed formula (Grundmann, TDNT 7:782 n79;
Tannehill, Dying, p.6; contra Lohmeyer, 'ETN XPIETQP). See also U.
Luz, Das Geschichtsverst gndnis des Paulus (BEvT 49; MOnchen: Chr.
Kaiser, 1968), pp.305-306; Wedderburn, Baptism, p.342 nl.
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to after death (Phil 1.23; 2 Cor 4.14; 13.4; Rom 6.8; 8.32), and four
with reference tothe present life as already having been made alive
with Christ (Col 2.13, 20;
In the Pauline writings, there are fourteen cut,- compounds, 7
which are used to describe the cbmmon privilege, experience and task
of believers and a sharing in Christ's death and life. Grundmann
remarks that 'The verbs and adjectives with make it apparent
that man ctv Xptc4 is caught up in the Christ event'.8
At 2.19b, the Tin,- compound is Tv(v)atavano, which appears
elsewhere in Paul only once in Rom 6.6 (crupcm-caLparalp aorist passive)
and three other times in the gospel tradition (Matt 27.44, Mark 15.32
and John 19.32; cf. Matt 27.38; Mark 15.27). 9 In the passion
6See Grundmann, TDNT 7:782-86; Dunn, Rom, 1:321-22; cf. Grayston,
Dying, pp.74-75. Schweizer, 'Dying', pp.1-2 maintains that the
original concept of ow in Paul, especially in the case of 'with
Christ' was eschatological, and that its original sense refers to the
future life with Christ after the parousia (refers to 1 Thess 4.17; 2
Cor 13.4; Rom 6.8b; Phil 1.23; 3.20; 2 Cor 4.11, 14; 1 Thess 5.10).
In general, he says, 'in Christ' refers to the believer's earthly
life as a member of the church, while 'with Christ' is eschatological
(cf. Conzelmann, Theology, p.211: 'The difference between cv and crin;
is that life "in him" is [dialectically] present; life "with him" is
future'; Beker, Paul, pp.274-75). But in certain cases, this
post-parousia being 'with Christ' is extended back into the period
between death and parousia, and even back into the present earthly
life of believers in either apocalyptic or baptismal contexts (p.3,
refers to 1 Thess 5.1-2; Rom 14.8-9; 8.32). We are, however, not
entirely happy with the so-called baptismal context; see (1) below.
suvano0v7imcw (2 Cor 7.3; cf. 2 Tim 2.11); clicmccupol (Gal 2.19b; Rom
6.6); TuvOlarm ( , bury with', Rom 6.4; Col 2.12); cvmOvros (a verbal
adjective meaning 'grown together', deriving from cutufiti)opmc, Rom
6.5); •vvevccpu ('rise up with' or 'resurrect with', Col 2.12; 3.1;
cf. Eph 2.6); mvatto ('live together with', Rom 6.8; cf. 2 Tim 2.11);
av(wonoLkw ('make alive together with', Col 2.13; cf. Eph 2.5);
Tvpiramxw ('suffer with', Rom 8.17; cf. 1 Cor 12.26); avv(SoaCw
('glorify with', Rom 8.17); cinlanpovomos ('co-heir', Rom 8.17; cf.
Eph 3.6; Heb 11.9; 1 Pet 3.7); cupmoppos ('having the same form as',
Rom 8.29; Phil 3.21); muggopOkw ('confer the same form', Phil 3.10);
coppamtAcvw ('rule together with', 1 Cor 4.8; 2 Tim 2.12); ev7KmOkw
('set someone with', Eph 2.6). See Grundmann, TDNT 7:786-87;
Bouttier, En Christ, pp.38-53; cf. Moo, Rom, 1:426-33.
8
Grundmann, TDNT 7:767; cf. Dunn: 'the communality of believers [is]
rooted in a dependence upon their communality in Christ' (Rom,
1:313).
9
The noun ctompos ('cross') appears in 6.12, 14; 1 Cor 1.17-18; Phil
3.18; Col 1.20; 2.14; [Eph 2.16]; and the verb aTmvp6(1) in 3.1; 5.24;
6.14; 1 Cor 1.13, 23; 2.2, 8; 2 Cor 13.4.
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narrative, the two criminal robbers were crucified literally on their
crosses alongside Jesus, but certainly Paul is not talking about
physical or natural death here at 2.19b nor in Rom 6.6.
10
For our purpose, what does Paul mean by 'being crucified with
Christ'? In what sense are believers being caught up in the Christ
event? Furthermore, when and how does the 'co-crucifixion' (perfect
avveTta4wpou, 2.19b; cf. aorist ancOavov, 2.19a) happen? Or, in
other words, how and when does the believer's participation in the
saving significance of the cross take place?
6.3.2. Three Different Views on 'Co-Crucifixion with Christ':
Once again there is fierce debate among scholars on this crucial
question, and three views are prominent:
(1) The sacramental objectivism view: Schweizer argues that the
context of 'being crucified with Christ' in 2.19b is baptismal, and
the idea of post-parousia 'with Christ' is thus interpreted back into
crucifixion with Christ; 'In the work of the Spirit given by baptism
the coming aeon has broken into this present'.
11
 Schnackenburg insists
also that the perfect tense TweaTaupwRom is interpreted by the
aorist tense lurOcamv: 'the "crucifixion with" (Christ) of the
Christian at the time of his personally becoming a Christian, i.e. at
his baptism' . 12 The event of death is seen as an objective event which
happens to the baptizand in the act of baptism, and through it the
real elimination of 'the old man' and also the creation of a new
basis of life. 13 The strongest proponent for this view is probably
10]
BAGD, 'Tva-rowpoW, 2 (795); Bruce, Gal, p.144; Longenecker, Gal,
p.92. It is, however, unclear whether Paul knows about this gospel
tradition. On the speculation that Paul's use of the verb in 2.19b is
rooted in the scene on Calvary, see Duncan, Gal, p.71; cf. Wilckens,
Rom, 2:60-61 suggests that Paul's 'with Christ' language might
originate in Christian traditions concerning following Jesus even in
his crucifixion. But Wedderburn, Baptism, pp.346-47 argues that it is
more likely an adaptation by Paul of an old idea (solidarity of the
many with a founder) for a new purpose (dying with Jesus as one for
whom Jesus died); and Paul might indeed be the originator of the
'with Christ' concept (p.356, also pp.50-52); cf. Grundmann, TDNT
7:782.
11Schweizer, 'Dying', pp.3, 6; cf. Rom 6.4-8; Col 2.12-13, 3.1 as
baptismal references; Mussner, Gal, p.181.
12Schnackenburg, Baptism, pp.63, 66; cf. Lagrange, Gal, p.52.
13So Fitzmyer, 'Gal', 47:20: 'The perfection of Christian life...
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Schlier, who speaks not only of Christian (water) baptism as the
occasion for the participation in the death of Christ but also in
effect speaks of a real extinction of the old man and creation of a
new ground of living: 14
Das Sterben, mit dem ich dem Gesetz entnommen bin, fand in der
Taufe statt (cf. Rom 6.6). Es ist em n mit dem Tode Christi
Zusammenwachsen und darunter eine reale, wenn auch verborgene
Tilgung des bisherigeh Menschen und seiner von der SUnde
durchherrschten Lebenbasis. Es ist zugleich die Erschaffung
eines neuen Lebensgrundes, in dem der Mensch in Christus Jesus
fUr Gott getiffnet ist.
But the main weakness with this explanation is that baptism is
not mentioned by Paul explicitly here at all,
15
 though baptism may be
alluded to at 3.27. 16 One should avoid interpreting the theology of
baptism in Romans 6 into 2.19; 'In fact, it may be just the other way
around; Gal 2.19 may contain the theological principle by which Paul
interprets the ritual of baptism in Romans 6', says Betz.
17
 And if
Paul were to draw on the theology of baptism to support his argument
here, one would expect && [Tai]  13c7rrfo3Lotos (or L, [ri)] ganttalmac)
rather than ót.a yowl) at 2.19a. 18 Betz further points out that Paul
seems to express the same restraint about baptism as we find in 1 Cor
reshapes human beings anew, supplying them with a new principle of
activity on the ontological level of their very beings. A symbiosis
results of the Christian with Christ...' (italics mine). See §6.4. on
2.20 below.
14 Schlier, Gal, pp.99-100. Others who refer to baptism at 2.19
include, e.g. Hatch, Pauline, p.44; Oepke, Gal, p.116; Mussner, Gal,
pp.180-81; J.D.H. Downing, 'Possible Baptismal References in
Galatians', in Studia Evangelica II (1964), pp.551-56; J. Blank,
Paulus und Jesus (StANT 18; MUnchen: Kiisel, 1968), p.299; Kasemann,
Rom, p.161; Lohse, Colossians, p.103; Deidun, New, p.123; Brinsmead,
Gal, pp.73-74; Reumann, 'Righteousness', p.764; Kieffer, Foi, p.69.
15:
Barrett, Freedom, p.20; Borse, Gal, p.117; Hasler, 'Glaube', p.247;
even Kertelge, Rechtfertigung, pp.239-42 has to make concessions on
baptism and argues for a weaker version.
16See Fung, Gal, pp.172-75; Kim, Origin, p.307. But Dunn, Baptism,
pp.109-113, Betz, Gal, pp.186-89, Ellis, Pauline, pp.30-33, 79 remain
highly suspicious that water baptism is even in view here at 3.27,
against Schlier, Gal, pp.128-31.
17:
Betz, Gal, p.123. Kasemann, Rom, p.163 points out also that even in
Romans 6, the basic motif is 'the fellowship of our destiny with that
of Christ' and not an explicit statement of Paul's doctrine of
baptism (cf. Tannehill, Dying, pp. 7-14, 39-43).
18Cf. Tannehill, Dying, p.59.
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1.13-17. When Paul speaks of dying together with Christ at 5.24 and
6.14, he does not mention baptism either. 19
(2) The subjective existential view: Although Bultmann did not
publish any special study on this topic, he uses the idea of dying
and rising with Christ in key places to expound his understanding of
the significance of the cross and resurrection for Paul. According to
Bultmann, dying with Christ takes place when one is confronted with
the kerygma and gives up one's old self-understanding. In particular,
Bultmann spoke of the personal subjective response, faith as an
active act of commitment, to the kerygma preached as the occasion of
participation in Christ's death. 20 The meaning of dying with Christ is
thus reduced almost to personal human experience.
With this strong existential flavour, Bultmann is guilty of
over-emphasis on faith as a human activity and of arguing in effect
that Paul's Christology is in danger of collapsing into soteriology:
'Thus, every assertion about Christ is also an assertion about man
and vice versa; and Paul's Christology is simultaneously
soteriology'. 21
 Though one cannot ignore the importance of 'faith' in
Paul's thought and the subjective element of 61) in our passage, the
historical Christ event nevertheless should not be neglected. 22
(3) The apocalyptic or eschatological view: the death of
believers took place when Christ died on the cross; when Christ the
representative died, all (potential believers) were already included
in that decisive death of Christ. 23 With the following considerations,
19:
Betz, Gal, p.123. Schlier's catholic sacramentalism is criticised
severely by Bonnard, Gal, p.56 and Betz, Gal, pp.123-24 (refers to S.
Schulz, 'Katholisierende Tendenzen in Schliers Galater-Kommentar', KD
5 [1959], pp.33-41).
20:
For Bultmann's understanding of the cross, see Theology, 1:292-314;
Faith and Understanding (ET; London: SCM, 1969), pp.208-209, 214,
240-41, 306-310; on faith, see Theology, 1:314-30. See also Kiimmel's
strong insistence on believing faith rather than baptism as the
occasion for the believers' belonging to Christ (Theology,
pp.212-16).
21:
Bultmann, Theology, 1:191. See also E. Kasemann's criticism in Jesus
Means Freedom (ET; London: SCM, 1969), pp.61-65.
22
See Tannehill on modifications of Bultmann's view (Dying, pp.5-6,
40, 73-74).
23
Tannehill, Dying, p.59; Ridderbos, Gal, p.105: 'The believers, by
virtue of their corporate belonging to Him, were included in that
dying'; Wedderburn, Baptism, p.389: '[Paul speaks of] the Christian
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we submit that this view may best explain the idea of believer's
'dying with Christ'.
(a) This view takes quite seriously the apocalyptic framework in
Paul's thought and argues that the believer's 'dying with Christ'
should be seen in the context of the two-aeon framework (cf. 1.4; Rom
12.2; 1 Cor 1.20; 2.6, 8; 3.18; 2 Cor 4.4). 24 According to 1.4, the
sacrificial death of Christ is described in an apocalyptic framework:
Christ 'gave himself for our sins to deliver us from the present evil
age' (tot at3vos Tot kVeTTkOS 710Vnpa). 25 According to 4.4-7, the
coming of Christ ('God sent forth his Son') marks the turning point
in the salvation history of God for humankind: 'the time had fully
come'; the Holy Spirit is sent into believers' hearts; redemption and
adoption become reality. 26 Note also Paul's use of revelatory
language: the noun &ROK&AVOLS (1.12; 2.2; Rom 2.5; 8.19; 16.25; 1 Cor
1.7; 14.6, 26; 2 Cor 12.1, 7; cf. 2 Thess 1.7; Eph 1.17; 3.3) and the
verb &NOKOCUUTW (1.16; 3.23; Rom 1.17, 18; 8.18; 1 Cor 2.10; 3.13;
14.30; Phil 3.15; cf. 2 Thess 2.3, 6, 8; Eph 3.5). 27 Paul describes
also the radical character of his experiences in Christ as Katari)
1
KTLTLS ('new creation'; 6.15): all things have become new (2 Cor
acknowledging an experience already previously undergone by Christ on
his behalf; in fact he goes further, and says that the Christian in
some sense shared in that experience in the past with Christ';
Cosgrove, Gal, p.51: 'What he affirms is that the death of Christ has
happened at a datable point in history but that believers are
included in that event with him'. See also Gilthvedt, Dying,
pp.86-87, 94-96, 114-15.
24
Keck, Paul, pp.12-13, 74-75; Kiimmel, Theology, pp.144-46; and esp.
Beker, Paul; cf. Dahl, Studies, p.11 n10. On the significance of the
cross as the end of the old era, see Barclay, Obeying, pp.100-104,
206, referring to 2.19-20, 5.11 and 6.14-15.
25See Betz, Gal, p.42 n58.
26
Cf. Tannehill, Dying, p.15. With reference to the death of Christ
under the curse of the Law, the blessing of Abraham and the promised
Holy Spirit are now extended even to Gentile believers (cf. 3.13-14).
According to M.D. Hooker, one can detect a structure of interchange
in 3.13-14 and 4.4-5 (cf. 2 Cor 5.21; 8.9): see her essays collected
in From Adam to Christ (Cambridge: CUP, 1990), pp.13-69; Cousar,
Theology, p.115.
27
See esp. K. Kertelge, 'Apokalypsis Jesou Christou (Gal 1.12)', in
Neues Testament und Kirche: Far R. Schnackenburg (edited by J.
Gnilka; Freiburg: Herder, 1974), pp.266-81; Kim, Origin, pp.71-74.
6.3. The Meaning of 'Co-crucifixion with Christ' (2.19b)
	 257
5.17; cf. Rom 8.20-21). 28
(b) The life and death of Jesus Christ the Messiah marks the
decisive turning point in the extension of God's salvation history.
Thus Dahl explains: 29
Because Jesus is the Messiah, the Christ-event is understood as
an eschatological event.. .The coming, the death, the
resurrection, and the exaltation of Christ are events that
signal the end of time and mark the end of the old aeon and the
inauguration of the new. The doctrine of the justification of
the sinner, the concept of dying and rising 'with Christ', and
the idea of the new being 'in Christ' must be understood within
this eschatological framework.
There is thus in Paul's thought a sharp contrast between 'once' and
'now'.
30
(c) The immediately preceding context of Rom 5.12-21, i.e. the
Christ/Adam comparison, might provide a key to Paul's 'incorporative'
language (into/with/in) used in Romans 6. 31 According to 5.12-21 (cf.
1 Cor 15.21-22, 45), the first man Adam and the Last Adam Christ are
two contrasting representatives for all humanity: 'The transgression
of Adam brought not only sin into the world, but also death to all
men, and so will the righteous act of Christ - and the grace of God
through him - which has brought justification, also bring eternal
life to the "new community" of the justified'. 32 In Paul's thought,
28See Davies, Paul, pp.37-41; Keck, Paul, p.75; cf. Beker, Paul,
pp.205-206: 'The cross, then, is the apocalyptic turning point of
history. The breaking-in of the new age means the destruction and
judgment of the old age. Although the cross points to the negative
side of God's coming triumph, the "negation" of the cross proclaims
as well the joyful reality of its "affirmations".
29,
Dahl, Jesus, p.21; cf. Hays, 'Crucified', esp.231-34 on the
'foundational story' (Faith, p.256 on narrative Christology); see
also Dunn, Partings, pp.78-79.
30j
Dahl, Studies, p.103 (citing P. Tachau, 'Einst' und 'Jetzt' im Neuen
Testament [Gottingen: V&R, 1972]); also Jesus in the Memory of the
Early Church (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1974), pp.33-34.
31So Keck, Paul, p.56; Dunn, Partings, pp.191-92; Hooker, Adam, p.43.
On this important passage, Rom 5.12-21, see major commentaries and
works listed in Dunn, Rom, 1:269-70.
321
N.A. Dahl, 'Two Notes on Romans 5', ST 5 (1952), pp.37-48, here
p.48; cf. Davies, Paul, p.268: 'Paul ascribes to the obedience of
Jesus an efficacy that avails for "many"; he argues that just as the
disobedience of Adam had involved all mankind in sin, so the
obedience of Christ, the Second Adam, had the power to raise all men
to righteousness'.
6.3. The Meaning of 'Co-crucifixion with Christ' (2.19b)
	 258
Christ is the founding figure in the new dominion. And since it is by
no means accidental that the TLp- compounds are introduced in Romans
6 after 5.12-21, it is right for us to understand Paul's 'with
Christ' motif in the context of the decisive epochal eschatological
event of Christ. 33
(d) In close connection to the idea of 'in Christ', the union of
the individual with Christ is such that 'the experiences of Christ
are re-enacted in the experience of the individual Christian. The
life, death, resurrection and glorification of Jesus cease to be mere
external facts of history but living realities in the Christian's own
life'. 34 In short, Dunn's summary is helpful for clarification: 35
'in Christ' is a salvation-historical status. 'Into Christ' is
transfer terminology - from Adam, into Christ. 'With Christ' and
'through Christ' describe the believer's participation in
salvation-effective events - from death, through/with Christ to
life. 'The body of Christ' reminds us that we experience this
not as individuals but as a corporate entity.
6.3.3. Remarks on 'Co-Crucifixion with Christ' in 2.19b:
Therefore, by Xpto-rW TupeTtalSpwmat. Paul means 'I' Paul (as one
of the many believers) had been included directly in the crucifixion
of Christ there and then. 36 The moment of this 'crucifixion' is
therefore not that of Christian baptism, but primarily and basically
33:
Rightly Tannehill, Dying, p.26: '5.12-21 provides an introduction
for chapter 6, indeed, it lays the foundation for the discussion of
sin, law, and death which follows in Rom 6-8' (also pp.21-27, 39-40);
Dunn, Rom, 1:313: 'Fundamental is the eschatological claim that with
Christ's death a whole epoch has passed and a new age begun'; G.
Wagner, Pauline Baptism and the Pagan Mysteries (ET; Edinburgh:
Oliver & Boyd, 1967), p.290; contra Wedderburn, Baptism, p.348 who
insists that when Paul first used the idea of our having died with
Christ at Gal 2.19 there is no mention of Adam or of Christ as the
eschatological Adam. In reply to this objection, we maintain that it
is not possible for Paul to spell out every detail for his argument.
After all, the main argument here is not concerning believer's
'co-crucifixion with Christ'; Paul is simply drawing on the motif to
explain his subjective experience of 'dying to Law' in 2.19a.
34
Davies, Paul, p.88; see also pp.36-57. One should not however
overpress the 'living realities' as already fully realized in
Christian living.
35,
Dunn, Partings, p.192.
36
Contra Longenecker, Gal, p. 92 who insists that 'The perfect tense
of the verb signals the believer's once-for-all act of commitment,
with that act having results and implications for the present'.
6.3. The Meaning of 'Co-crucifixion with Christ' (2.19b)	 259
the decisive death of Jesus on Calvary: '[Christ] has died for all;
therefore all have died (CurOavoy, aorist]' (2 Cor 5.14; RSV). 37 Thus
it makes very good sense that Paul's talk of his 'dying to Law' in
the subjective sense, as part of his existential reorientation of
life as confronted by Christ in 2.19a, is grounded in and supported
by the historical epochal event of believers' 'having been crucified
with Christ' (2.19b). 38 The transference takes place by participation
in Christ's death and by identification with Christ.
With respect to Paul's understanding of 'co-crucifixion' with
Christ as a present reality and final 'co-resurrection' with Christ
still in the future, 39 Christian living in the 'between time' is one
of 'already, but not yet'. While the resurrection with Christ lies in
the future, there is a sense in which believers already share his
resurrection life, because they are in him (cf. Rom 6.4, 11, 13; 2
37
Goppelt, Theology, 2:102: 'Already through the dying of Christ all
have been marked by the cross before they know it!'; Wedderburn,
Baptism, p.65; Kiimmel, Theology, p.214; V. Furnish, II Corinthians
(AB 32A; NY: Doubleday, 1984), p.327 explains that the perspective is
cosmic and eschatological with reference to the idea of new creation
at 5.17.
38Contra Deidun's insistence that '2.19a is applicable first and
foremost to Christ: only of him can it be said sensu proprio that he
"died to the Law through the Law's own doing" and then 'the
asyndetic v.19b explains why Paul can apply to himself (as Christian)
what is applicable sensu proprio only to Christ: through baptism he
is united with the death of Christ' (New, pp.122-23).
39
It is significant that Paul chose to use the future tense to talk
about resurrection with Christ in Rom 6.5b ('we shall [LrOpc6a]
certainly also be knit together with the very likeness of his
resurrection') and 6.8b ('we shall also live [on411cropcv] with him').
These two verbs should not be read as logical futures (as insisted by
Schnackenburg, Baptism, p.38; Beasley-Murray, Baptism, pp.138-39;
Leenhardt, Rom, p.161; Fitzmyer, 'Rom', 51:65) or current futures
(Cranfield, Rom, 1:308, 312); they are temporal or eschatological
futures (so the majority of scholars, e.g. Tannehill, Dying,
pp.10-11; G. Bornkamm, Early Christian Experience [ET; London: SCM,
1969], p.78; Barrett, Rom, pp.115-16; Goppelt, Theology, 2:103;
Kiimmel, Theology, p.212; Beker, Paul, p.197; Keck, Paul, pp.6, 57;
Ziesler, Rom, p.158; Dunn, Rom, 1:318, 322; Hooker, Adam, pp.43-44;
Deidun, New, p.124; Sanders, PPJ, p.449; Cousar, Theology,
pp.102-103). Cf. 2 Tim 2.18. On the other hand, the idea of believers
as already having been made alive with Christ is spoken of quite
clearly in Col 2.11-13, 3.1-14; cf. Eph 2.5-6 (Beker, Paul, p.274;
Keck, Paul, p.6) and has thus created some problems for scholars. See
Lohse, Colossians, pp.104-105; Wedderburn, Baptism, pp.72-76; Moo,
Rom, 1:388; Conzelmann and Lindemann, Interpreting, pp.202-203.
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40Cor 5.17). With the already dimension, one is assured of the power
of Christ's resurrection, the presence of the 'pneumatic' Christ and
the indwelling of the Holy Spirit. Thus says Beker: 'the Spirit is
usually so directly associated with the victory of the resurrection
of Christ that it is much more the power of the future triumph of God
in the present than the power of the cross for our present cruciform
existence' 41 But one should, however, not ignore or neglect the not
yet dimension, as if resurrection with Christ was a past event. 42
 For
Paul, tension and paradox are still part and parcel of the present
Christian living in reality, and one should therefore try to hold the
'eschatological tension' in balance.°
Thus Phil 3.10 sums up quite well Paul's understanding of
Christian existence: 'that I [Paul] may know him and the power of his
resurrection, and may share his sufferings, becoming like him in his
death' (RSV). The present participle TuppopOLawevos ('being
conformed') denotes a continuing process, with resurrection as a
future goal. Knowing Christ is to experience both the power of his
resurrection and fellowship of his sufferings, and this knowing has
to do with conformity to his death and anticipation of the
resurrection from the dead. 44 Hooker summarizes the point succintly:
40,
Moule, Origin, p.124; Hooker, Adam, p.44; cf. G.M. Styler, 'The
Basis of Obligation in Paul's Theology and Ethics', in Christ and
Spirit in the New Testament, pp.175-87.
41.
Beker, Paul, p.212; cf. R. Kieffer, 'Christ's Resurrection and Ours:
The Structure of Pauline Thought', Religious Studies Bulletin 2
(1982), pp.15-23, esp. p.20.
42
BO is the problem found in the Corinthian church: 'The error of the
Corinthians had been, in part at least, their stressing of the
realized power of the new age present in the congregation, to the
neglect of the powers of death and the old age still at large there.
Paul, for his part, was content to live with the tension and the
paradox of this combination, of power in the midst of weakness'
(Wedderburn, Baptism, p.359). Also Keck, Paul, pp.57-58; Hooker,
Adam, p.54; Cosgrove, Cross, p.192; S. Hafemann, Suffering and the
Spirit (WUNT 2/19; Tubingen: JCB Mohr, 1986), pp.65-67.
43Conzelmann, Outline, p.281; Dahl, Studies, p.11; Barclay, Obeying,
p.206; Longenecker, Eschatology, pp.256-57. Keck, Paul, pp.75-78
prefers to talk in terms of participation and anticipation:
'Participation accents the present accessibility of the future;
anticipation accents the future of that in which one participates.
Participation emphasizes the "already", anticipation the "not yet".
44
Cousar, Theology, p.160; P.T. O'Brien,	 The Epistle to the
Philippians (NIGTC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1991), p.403: 'It is the
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+I
living in life of the Resurrected Christ
living in the power of his resurrection
Dying and Living
(subjective experience)
+
'To say "Christ died for us in order that we might live" is only half
the story: we need to die with him in order to live with him. Dying
with Christ is a continuing process, and this means resurrection can
never be really realized in this life' and in fact for Paul
'Christian discipleship means identification with the crucified
Lord'. 45
In brief, the pattern of Christian living according to Paul can
be illustrated roughly as below:
Death & Crucifixion of Christ 	 Resurrection of Christ
+	 +
Co-crucifixion	 'still hanging on the cross'	 Co-Resurrection
with Christ	 -motif of suffering with Christ with Christ
(objective event)	 (in-between time)	 (still future)
Therefore, with regard to the verb TuveT114wmou in 2.19b, there
are three further points we need to emphasize: (a) the perfect tense
denotes an action of the past resulting in a continuing state;
46 (b)
the passive voice indicates that it is an act of God through Christ;
47
and (c) it is the death/crucifixion of Christ rather than the
resurrection being mentioned.
48
 Since Paul is not ignorant of Christ's
power of his resurrection, known and experienced in and under the
concrete participation of his sufferings, that is in view'.
45
Hooker, Adam, pp.48-49, 55. In a way, Paul's 'with Christ' motif is
quite comparable to Jesus' insistance on discipleship as the way of
life (so Manson, Paul, pp.74-75; Goppelt, Theology, 2:104; Kim,
Origin, p.326). On Col 1.24, Lohse, Colossians, pp.69-70 argues that
the believers' share in Christ's suffering is not mystical.
46So Wedderburn, Baptism, p.350: 'death continues on into the
present'; Dunn, Gal(ms), p.13: 'I have been nailed to the cross with
Christ, and am still hanging there with him' (cf. Jesus, pp.331-32);
Guthrie, Gal, p.90; Cousar, Gal, p.61; O'Brien, Philippians, p.410.
47
Cf. Beasley-Murray, Baptism, p.142; Cosgrove, Cross, p.176.
48 It is thus remarkable that the death of Christ is referred to or
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resurrection, but chose instead to mention only crucifixion, the
emphasis is rather more on the believer's identification with Christ
in his death and crucifixion. 1Das Perf. ToveTTa4copa1, drUckt das
Gekreuzigtwerden mit Christus als einen existentiellen Dauerzustand
[permanent condition] aus'. 49 Thus it is right to say that
'participation in the crucified Christ has become the believer's
settled way of life' and 'Union with Christ is nothing if it is not
union with Christ in his death'. 50
 Hence 'Paul evidently thought of
his life as a Christian as one in transition between Christ's death
and Christ's resurrection (hence the future tense in Rom 6.5b), as a
process of being conformed to that death (Phil 3.10)1. 51
In short, it seems very possible that Paul models his life
(dying to Law and living to God) on the Christological pattern (cf.
Rom 6.10; 2 Cor 13.4). 52 For Paul, the present subjective experience
of Christians now is based on the objective eschatological event of
Christ then. 53
alluded to in 1.4; 2.21b; 3.1, 13; 4.5; 5.11, 24; 6.12, 14, 17, while
resurrection is mentioned only once, as part of a traditional formula
in 1.1 (Cosgrove, Cross, p.79 n69; Gaventa, 'Singularity', p.156).
49
Rohde, Gal, p.116 n79; also Mussner, Gal, p.181.
50
Citations from Bruce, Gal, p.144 and Dunn, Unity, p.195.
51
Dunn, Gal(ms), p.13 (also Jesus, pp.330-34); Grayston, Dying, p.74:
'The direct assertion that we both die with Christ and are raised
with Christ seems almost elaborately avoided'. Contra Ellis, Pauline,
p.11 n32 who insists that the believer's present (corporate)
resurrection life with Christ or in Christ appears also in 2.19-20;
Rom 6.10-13; vaguely in Beasley-Murray, Baptism, p.141; Hansen,
Abraham, p.108.
Cf. Barrett, Freedom, p.20: 'This macro-cosmic purpose and role are
reproduced in the microcosm of the individual life'. In like manner
we agree with Liihrmann, Gal, p.45 that Paul's description of his
experience depends more on the Christology: 'Die Logik der Satze
beruht nicht primar auf seiner individuellen Erfahrung [experience],
die hOchstens Vorbild sein kOnnte, nicht aber theologisch
vermittelbar ware, sondern auf der Christologie'.
53
In like manner, we wish also to understand the believers'
participation in the saving significance of the cross of Christ as
based on both the past decisive epochal eschatological event of
Christ and the present direct involvement of individual's faith and
existence.
52
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6.4. THE MEANING OF 'I law	 TaCTEC (2.20)
According to our above discussion, it becomes clear that the
idea of Paul's 'dying to Law' (the first part of 2.19a) is taken up
and grounded on the Christological basis, the idea of co-crucifixion
with Christ in 2.19b. In what follows, we would like to discuss how
'living to God' (the second part of 2.19a) is being elaborated in
2.20. Undoubtedly, when Paul criticized Peter's 'misbehaviour' over
breaking off table-fellowship with Gentile Christians at Antioch, a
wider and urgent question was raised as to how Jewish Christians
should conduct their lives in light of the new faith in Messiah Jesus
and in a mixed community of Christian believers. It therefore becomes
necessary for Paul to define here, more exactly, what 'living to God'
is.
6.4.1. The Meaning of Three 6's:
2.20ab consists of three statements which are introduced by the
particle c5 ('and'; 'but'). While the first 6k (usually untranslated)
is continuative: to relate the thought back to 2.19a, the second cq
is adversative, that is to introduce a positive correlative to the
preceding negative statement ('[and] I no longer live, but Christ
lives in me'). The third 6c at 2.20b is again continuative, to
express a further feature of the rationale begun in 2.19a and to
clarify in an epexegetical manner what Paul means by 'Christ lives in
me' in 2.20a. 2
So Burton, Gal, pp.137; Oepke, Gal, p.95: 'Das erste 6c fUhrt
einfach die Ertirterung weiter, das zweite dagegen hebt den Gegensatz
zwischen der negativen Aussage und der positiven Kehrseite heraus';
Bonnard, Gal, pp.56-57. Though Deidun, New, p.123 agrees with us on
the meaning of the two Sk's, he insists that 2.20a relates not to
2.19a but to 2.19b, thus explaining the meaning of Christ's death. It
is true that the Christological motif of 2.19b still asserts its
influence on how Paul perceives Christian living, the repeating
catchword '61 v' favours our observation that 2.20 links up more
directly to 2.19a, to the idea of 'living to God' (the second half of
2.19a). Similarly, Hays, Faith, p.168 misses the vital link by
joining 2.20 directly to 2.19b.
2
Schlier, Gal, p.102 n3: 'Das óc ist in V.20b = "und". Denn es liegt
kein Gegensatz, sondern eine FortfUhrung des Gedankens vor'; Betz,
Gal, p.124; Meyer, Gal, p.125; Oepke, Gal, p.96. See also Fung, Gal,
pp.123-24; Longenecker, Gal, pp.92-93.
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Some have, however, suggested that the three ak's could be
translated as 'but, and, but': the first ak at 2.20a is adversative
and functions as a corrective to 2.19b, and then the third again
corrects the over mystical concept of 2.20a. 3
 The problem is, with
this rendering of three Paul's thought seems to be quite
confusing, and one can say Paul is not entirely clear on his
expansion of 'living to God'. It is quite rightly questioned by Hays
that 'If Paul did intend a sudden turnabout in 2.20b, would it not be
necessary for him to use &AA& or some more clearly adversative
expression?' 4 In our opinion, this rendering of c3's fails to
recognize the general structure of 2.19-20 and, in particularly,
neglects the more direct link of 2.20 to 2.19a as evidenced by the
catchword Civ (see §6.1. above).
6.4.2. 'I No Longer Live' (2.20a):
A	 1 •	 2	 a
But what does Paul mean by 'C(i OUKC • L C7W i and 'q	 cAol,
XpLamos' at 2.20a? Some argue that Paul is talking about mystical
depersonalization - the personhood of 'I' is being replaced,
displaced and negated by the presence of Christ. According to this
view, Paul denies even his own very existence: Paul literally no
I
longer lives (OUKCTL in a real and literal sense). 5 And Betz's
comment is close to this view too: 'since the "I" is dead, another
agent must do the "living in me" if the statement "I shall live for
God" (v.19) is to be accepted' . 6
But one should resist the danger of isolating 2.20a as an
independent theological statement. 7 In fact 2.20a is closely related
3
E.g. Lagrange, Gal, p.52; Mussner, Gal, pp.182-83; Kieffer, Foi,
pp.71 n99, 74; Rohde, Gal, p.116 n82.
4
Hays, Faith, p.169.
5Some Catholic scholars tend to combine the sacramental baptism view
with the depersonalization view: the original person of 'I' is dead
and replaced by a 'new man' created sacramentally in Christ in
baptism (e.g. Schlier, Gal, pp.101-103; Cerfaux, Christian, pp.331,
356; Fitzmyer, 'Gal', 47:20); Deidun, New, p.124: 'the Risen Christ
himself has become the subject of the Christian's Ow, superseding
a I
the old cw and thus creating a new, "supernatural" personality'.
6
Betz, Gal, p.124; cf. his distinguishing four 'theses' in 2.19-20
(pp.121-22).
7
See Conzelmann, Outline, pp.209, 211; Ktimmel, Theology, p.220.
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to 2.19a and 2.20b. One should even emphasize that it is the same 'I'
(Paul) who had previously died to Law and was now living to God, the
same 'I' who now lives in faith. Since there is no indication that
the 'I' had changed to a different person ontologically, it is better
to consider the adverb 012.4CTL in a metaphorical sense: 'I no longer
live' in the sense that Paul is dethroned, he is no longer in power
or jurisdiction over his own life. 8
On the other hand, there is no doubt that Paul also talks in
n
mystical language with 'q cv loi XpLa-ros' (Christ indwelling). 9 In
general, Paul talks of the reality of personal communion between
Christians and God in two ways: (1) from the side of Christians, with
phrases like 'in Christ', 'in Christ Jesus/Jesus Christ', 'in him',
or 'in the Lord'; 10 and (2) from the side of God, which is more
typical of Paul, with expressions like 'Christ by his Spirit', or
'the Spirit of God', or simply 'the Spirit' dwelling 'in us' or 'in
you'.
11
 Thus the idea of 'Christ indwelling' the believer is much less
common in Paul (Rom 8.10; 2 Cor 13.5; Col 1.27; cf. Eph 3.16-17). But
in light of the interchange of expressions in Rom 8.9-11, 12 one can
probably say that experientially the risen Christ himself is present
to the believers through the indwelling of the Holy Spirit. 13 'It
8
So Davies, Paul, p.197; Ebeling, Truth, pp.148-49. See also the
reaction against the mystical view by M. Dibelius and W.G. KUmmel,
Paul (ET; London: Longmans, 1953), p.108; Ridderbos, Paul, p.232.
9The noun mysticism or adjective mystical is a disputed and
contentious category. See the discussion on 'Christian mysticism' by
Longenecker, Gal, pp.92-93, 153-54. Some scholars tend to give too
much prominence to Paul's view of participation and union (e.g.
Deissmann, Paul, p.297; Schweitzer, Mysticism), while others tend to
de-emphasize the mystical character of Paul's theology (e.g.
Bultmann, Theology, 1:311; Conzelmann, Outline, p.184; Bornkamm,
Paul, p.155). See also Sanders, PPJ, pp.453-54, 522-23.
10
See passages in §4.4.3. above.
11
E.g. 3.2; 4.6; Rom 5.5; 8.9, 11, 15-16, 23, 26; 1 Cor 3.16; 12.13; 2
Cor 1.22; 5.5; cf. Eph 1.13-14; 2 Tim 1.14. The outpouring of the
Spirit was expected as the mark of the new age in prophetic
literature (e.g. Isa 32.15; 34.16; 44.3; Ezek 11.19; 36.26-27;
37.4-17; Joel 2.28-32).
12
See Cranfield, Rom, 1:388-89; Sanders, PPJ, p.462; Dunn, Rom, 1:430;
Moo, Rom, 1:523. On the meaning of 'Spirit of Christ' (and the
problematic passage 2 Cor 3.17-18), see Dunn, Jesus, pp.318-26;
Christology, pp.136-49; Wright, Climax, pp.175-92.
13
Burton, Gal, p.137; Davies, Paul, pp.177-78; Ridderbos, Paul, p.232:
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makes little practical difference whether he [Paul] speaks of Christ
living in them or the Spirit dwelling in them', says Bruce. 14 Dunn
goes on to explain:15
Experientially, it comes to the same thing: the awareness of a
new focus of identity expressed in different goals and new inner
dynamic, with Christ as the inspiration and Christ-likeness the
paradigm...Theologically, it means that for Christians the
Spirit of God is also now to be recognized as the Spirit of
Christ and the personal existence of the post-resurrection
Christ can not be thought of simply as having an individual
bodily focus.
Christ's presence is always bound up with the gift of the
pneuma. 16
In our opinion, one should try to hold both the mystical
dimension ('Christ lives in me') and the existential dimension ('I no
longer live') together. The indwelling Christ has not created
'magically' a new being in the believer, the 'I' remains the same
person. At the same time, the lordship over one's life has
transferred from 'I' to Christ and so a radical reorientation of life
is taking place (cf. Phil 1.21). 17 'The old "I" was dead, and had been
replaced by a new focus of personality'. 18 As H.A.A. Kennedy puts it:
'the pneumatic fellowship with Christ'; Bultmann, Theology, 1:328;
Sanders, PPJ, p.450; Beker, Paul, p.308; Barrett, Freedom, p.20;
Longenecker, Gal, p.93.
14
Bruce, Gal, p.144. Note, Moule, Origin, pp.56-58 (cf. Conzelmann,
Outline, p.210) remains sceptical and insists that 'Christ in me' and
'I in Him' are not complete reciprocal.
15
Dunn, Gal(ms), p.14; cf. Jesus, pp.318-26; Christology, pp.136-49.
16See Bouttier, Christianity, pp.46-48. It is, however, not necessary
to insist like Betz, Gal, p.124 that 'The underlying assumption is
that the resurrected Christ (1.1) is identical with the "Spirit" (2
Cor 3.17a) which is given to the Christians'. See Cerfaux, Christian,
pp.349-51; Dunn, Partings, pp.201-203; Keck, Paul, p.47.
17
Cf. Bruce, Gal, p.144: 'The risen Christ is the operative power in
the new order, as sin was in the old'; Ridderbos, Gal, p.105;
Guthrie, Gal, p.90; Barclay, Obeying, p.81: 'his life is taken over
by Christ'; Fung, Gal, p.124: 'Paul fully retains his identity as an
"I" who sustains an "I-Thou" relationship with Christ'; Grayston,
Dying, p.73: 'Not as a new ego, raised from the death of his former
ego, but as a person indwelt by (the risen) Christ'.
18
Dunn, Gal(ms), p.13. It is therefore quite wrong to infer, as R.
Reizenstein suggested, that there is a 'double personality' in Paul
(see the criticisms by Davies, Paul, pp.196-97). Hays's comment that
'there is a complex overlay of two Subjects' (Faith, p.262) is also
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`the relation of the human individual Paul to Jesus the historic
person is never lost in a vague and impalpable experience' • 19
6.4.3. Living '6 RICTEC and 4v Topa' (2.20b):
At 2.20b Paul goes on to elaborate what he means by `living to
God' and `Christ living in me' in actual practice. At this point Paul
switches from 'Christ lives in me' to I I live in the faith of the Son
of God'. 20 The `life' (g ...3; literally `that which I live' ) 21 which
`I live v ntatet' is qualified by vv ('now') and 6 Tama. The
adverb va, is related to the 01!METI. in 2.20a and points to the
present Christian existence in contrast with the past; there is no
indication in the text that Paul intends a contrast with the future
life after death in heaven. This yin/ refers to now, the present time
subsequent to the change expressed in `I died to Law' in contrast to
Paul's pre-Christian life. 22
As for the prepositional phrase tv (Tama, it is possible that
the word `flesh' is used in a non-theological sense, meaning `the
(continuing) mortal body' (as in 2 Cor 10.3). 23
 Then cape `designates
the human condition under the aspect of provisionality,
open to misunderstanding.
19
Cited approvingly by Davies, Paul, p.197.
20
Meyer, Gal, p.125; Oepke, Gal, p.96: `L, ntaTeL	 steht also
parallel zu 6 6 cgid. XpLctin'.
21
The relative pronoun o ('that; what') is probably an accusative of
content in relation to the verb C3 (parallel in Rom 6.10). Thus it
can be taken simply as a substantival synonym for `life' (so Meyer,
Gal, p.126; Burton, Gal, p.138; MHT 3:245-46; Zerwick and Grosvenor,
Grammatical Analysis, p.563; Longenecker, Gal, p.93). See also BDF
§§153, 154. Alternatively, Lightfoot, Gal, p.119 (Schlier, Gal, p.102
n4) takes o as limiting and qualifying the idea of life ('So far as I
live now in the flesh...') in contrast to the fuller life in future,
and BAGD takes o as defined by the following phrase 'in the faith'
(7.c. [584)). See Betz, Gal, p.125 on the difficulty.
2 
2Lightfoot, Gal, p.119; Meyer, Gal, p.125; Burton, Gal, p.138;
Lagrange, Gal, p.52; Oepke, Gal, p.96; Betz, Gal, p.125 n98; Guthrie,
Gal, p.90; Deidun, New, p.125 p76; Longenecker Gal, p.93; contra
Kieffer, Foi, pp.74-75; BAGD, 'occe, lb (336).
23
BAGD, 'Ape', 5 (744); Meyer, Gal, p.125; Schweizer, TDNT 7:126;
Lagrange, Gal, p.52; Ridderbos, Gal, p.106; Kiimmel, Theology, p.174;
Fung, Gal, p.124; Longenecker, Gal, p.93; Deidun, New, p.125; Beker,
Paul, p.218; O'Brien, Philippians, pp.125, 363.
6.4. The Meanina of 'I Live en pistei' (2.20) 	 268
transitoriness'. 24
 Yet, even according to this meaning, one senses a
tension between 'in flesh' (the present earthly existence) and 'in
faith' in the risen Christ; while the present still continues, the
future has already broken in. 25
But as we have seen in §3.4.2. above, the word cr4g is used by
Paul with a range of meanings, extending from a more or less neutral
sense to a much more negative sense. And the polemical sense in which
'flesh' is associated with ethnic identity, with circumcision as a
prime example, is more clearly seen at 6.12-13. We suspect Paul's
main concern here is not so much with regard to the 'weakness of the
flesh' (der Schwdche des Fleisches), 26 but the problem of Jewish
ethnic identity and nomistic lifestyle with respect to the new faith
in Messiah Jesus as seen in the crisis at Antioch. 27 It is therefore
quite possible that by placing iv Tapia and L, WLMTEL side by side
Paul intends to refocus his Jewish identity away from Torah. Thus
Dunn argues:
28
The point then is that Paul does not deny or renounce his
continuing Jewishness in order to live as a Christian. His claim
is rather that the life he now lives as a Jew born and bred ('by
nature' - 2.15; 'in the flesh') he now lives by a different
orientation - no longer by reference primarily to the law, but
now by his faith in the Son of God.
The focal point is that, L, TELVTCL becomes for Paul 'the
specific ground element in which my life moves and acts and is
developed. It is prefixed emphatically, in contrast to the entirely
24
Conzelmann, Outline, p.174; Rohde, Gal, p.117 n84.
25
Bruce, Gal, p.145; cf. Betz, Gal, p.125; Keck, Paul, p.101; Cousar,
Gal, p.61; Barclay, Obeying, p.205 n77. According to Bultmann,
Theology, 1:236: 'the formula ["in the flesh"] expresses an explicit
or implicit antithesis to a life "in the Spirit" (Rom 8.9), "in
Christ" (Phlm 16), "in faith" (Gal 2.20) or the like'.
26
As insisted by Mussner, Gal, pp.182; Rohde, Gal, p.117; Westerholm,
Israel's Law, pp.165-169, 216.
27
BAGD,
	 3a (336) also sees a correspondence of 2.20b to 2.14.
28
Dunn, Gal(ms), p.14; cf. Byrne, Sons, p.146: 'The former person,
conscious of superior race and status, no longer lives. There is only
Christ - in whom, as a later section (3.26-28) will teach, there is
no room for such distinctions'. On how the imagery of crucifixion
applied to the ethical sphere in 5.24-25, see Barclay, Obeying,
pp.117-18.
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different pre-Christian sphere of life, which was the vogos'. 29
6.4.4. The Significance of 2.20c:
Paul could have stopped at 2.20b, with L, W11.0"TeL that defines
'Das Christusleben ist Glaubensleben, ist durch Glauben vermittelt'. 30
But the fact that Paul goes on to qualify 'faith' with TOZ U CLOO toy
*ea, followed by the traditional formulation 'who loved me and/even
,(Ka) 3' gave himself for me' (2.20c), suggests that Paul intends to
focus the attention not only on faith but on Christ at the same time.
With reference to the traditional formulation at 2.20c, it is
c	 2	 ,%
generally observed that pc and Imcp cmou are intimate and personal
references, reflecting Paul's own intense personal feelings. 32 And
some have also drawn our attention to the imagery on the love
(4canicapT6s) and self-sacrifice (nmpa86mos kMUT6V) of Christ: even
the Son of God had taken an active role for me and for humankind. 33
But one should ask, why does Paul 'append' it here? Why does Paul
draw on love and self-sacrifice of Christ?
We suggest that Paul might intend to intensify the image of
Christ crucified once again, and may even draw on the
self-sacrificial life of Christ as the model, the pattern of life,
29]
Meyer, Gal, p.126. Thus we can only agree with Barrett's first part
of the comment 'The old law-dominated, self-regarding life is gone'
(Freedom, p.20).
30
Oepke, Gal, p.96.
311
Meyer, Gal, p.126 renders the KML as explanatory; Kieffer, Foi, p.76
suggests that 'Le kai a probablement le sens additif "et cela au
point de": l'amour a pousse le Christ a mame se livrer pour moi'; cf.
Guthrie, Gal, p.91: 'The main wonder is the love which prompted it
[the self-giving upon the cross]'.
32
E.g. Bruce, Gal, p.146; Longenecker, Gal, p.94; Dunn, Gal(ms), p.15;
O'Brien, Philippians, p.389 n41; cf. 1.15-16; 6.14; Rom 7.24-25; 2
Cor 12.8-10; Phil 1.21; 4.13; 1 Tim 1.16; 2 Tim 1.12; 4.7-8.
33:
Bruce, Gal, p.145: "Son" describes the close bond of love between
God and Jesus and thus emphasises the greatness of the sacrifice.
The Son of God title has for him [Paul] the function of describing
the greatness of the saving act of God who offered up the One closest
to Him (quoting Schweizer, TDNT 8:384). Here, however, it is the
active role of the Son of God that is emphasized'. The connexion
between the title Son of God and the death of Christ is much less
common in Paul (cf. Rom 5.10; 8.32). On bir4, see Betz, Gal, p.126
n109.
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for all Christian believers. 34 Since the 'I' is co-crucified with
Christ and is still hanging there (2.19b), the life of the Christian
believer is being drawn into the life of Christ, the command over 'I'
being taken over by Christ. Thus in conjunction with 2.20a, one is
drawn into the inevitable consequence that the indwelling Christ is
none other than the crucified Christ 35
 who gave himself and that
cruciform life-style of Christ is going to impinge on the life of
faith. 36
Thus a new frame of reference is established by Paul. This new
'Christian' living of faith is focused and oriented with Christ at
the very centre in contrast to those who are above all concerned for
their own ethnicity. 37 While 'I' remains active in life, 'The whole
context portrays Christ as the active agent and Paul as the
instrument through which and/or for whom Christ's activity comes to
expression' •38 The fundamental guiding principle for 'living to God'
is no longer the Law (nor works of Law) which 'I' have died to, but
the faith of Christ. In brief, Paul defines his own conviction of
'living to God' (with behaviour pattern being the main concern) as a
life in faith and of Christ, one which is transformed and moulded by
Christ crucified - the cruciform life-style.
341
Nith reference to Hooker's imagery, the interchange in Christ
demands ethical reorientation to become a lifestyle for others: 'the
gospel demands conformity to Christ's death.. .the "lifestyle" is that
of one who emptied himself, became poor, and identified himself with
sinful mankind. That is the pattern of living to which Paul points
Christians' (Adam, pp.65, 69). This does not however mean that one
should interpret Christ's death as purely exemplary, as in the
nineteenth century liberal theology.
35
Goppelt, Theology, 2:89: 'For Paul Christ was the crucified One'.
a36:
Beker, Paul, p.301; cf. Hays, Faith, p.201 suggests that cy
instrumental by, and so 2.20 means 'I participate in the pattern of
faith enacted by the Son of God' (p.250).
37Contra Stauffer, TDNT 2:362 who seems to suggest that Paul rejects
totally his ethnic identity: 'Paul rejects the position of Gal 2.15
in 2.19 and that of Phil 3.6 in 3.7'.
38
Hays, Faith, p.169; cf. 'TIMM, p.727.
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6.5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUDING REMARKS ON 2.18-20
As a summary for the main ideas in 2.19-20, we would like to
make the following observations: (1) Paul in response to the crisis
at Antioch, in response to the urgent question of proper behaviour
pattern for Jewish Christians, defines 'living to God' (proper
behaviour pattern) as 'living in faith' (L) irta-reL), rather than in
Law or by Law. For Paul it is a 'living in faith' determined by
Christ-crucified, rather than by one's own old ego or 'flesh'. 'It is
no longer the relationship of the flesh which is important for Paul
(ethnic identity) but relationship with God's Son'. 2 For Paul, it is
vital that Torah and in particular all the Jewish traditional
covenant markers be demoted and cease to be the centre of Christian
living; in the light of the decisive eschatological Christ event, 'I'
have died to Law. Therefore, with reference to the crisis over
table-fellowship in a mixed Christian community and how Jewish
Christians should conduct their 'living to God' in light of the new
faith in Messiah Jesus, Paul insists that the Torah and 'works of
law' should not be the criteria any longer. From Paul's perspective,
genuine table-fellowship could resume without any barrier when his
fellow Jewish Christians too accept 'Christ' as the only valid
covenant marker for all Christian believers. 3
(2) When Paul expanded on his own conviction of 'living to God'
he draws on the concept of co-crucifixion with Christ (2.19b) and the
indwelling of Christ (2.20a), by which he will make it impossible for
anyone to put the accusation that his 'Christ is a minister of sin'
(cf. 2.17c). In fact Paul seems to have seized upon the opportunity
Our observation is also shared by Schnackenburg, Baptism, p.65;
contra Cosgrove, Cross, pp.131-32, 137 who insists that 2.19-20
transcends the Antioch horizon and the discussion has proceeded on a
new level.
2
Dunn, Gal(ms), p.14.
3
Watson is right to observe that according to 2.19-20, 'the old norms
are no longer in force' (Paul, p.68), but we disagree with him on
that being Paul's intentional device to separate the churches from
the Jewish community. Our interpretation shows that Paul intended to
remain within the Jewish tradition but seeks to redefine the role of
Torah and the boundary markers so that Gentile Christians can join
the community of God's people and participate as full members without
'living 'IouSalials'.
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r
not only to defend his argument (Tap in connection to gri wevouro),
but also to go on the offensive and to counter attack the false
accusation. 4 Ridderbos is quite right in observing that 'the thought
that Christ should be the minister of sin turns out to be the very
opposite of the truth'.5
(3) When Paul elaborates on 'living to God' he highlights the
characteristic of cruciform life-style. The indwelling Christ is not
just the risen Christ, the Second Adam who brings about the
eschatological new age, 6 He is also the Christ crucified, the Son of
God 'who loved me and gave himself for me'.
7
 One can draw the
implication that the Christ-form life is also a life for others, and
it would not be too far-fetched if Paul were to invite Jewish
Christians to adopt the Christ's model of sacrificing oneself for
others that they should also live not for themselves but for God,
Christ, and others (see §7.2. on Paul's pro Gentile position).
(4) We submit that our observation and analysis of 2.19a as the
basic statement which is then elaborated in 2.19b and 2.20 makes
better sense of the overall argument. While Betz is correct in
recognizing the importance of 2.19-20 in the letter and in Paul's
thought, we have now come to the conclusion that his rhetorical
analysis of 2.19-20 as the expositio consisting of four fairly
independent theological 'theses' has somehow misled him to ignore
their interrelatedness - he does not discuss the three 61s.
According to our interpretation, the 'I' (emphatic 46) of 2.19a
refers undoubtedly to Paul himself, while the 'I' of 2.18 has Peter
in mind. In effect, 2.18 and 2.19a imply a contrast between Peter and
Paul.
According to our clarifications above (esp. §5.2.4), we suggest
that the 'I' is a rhetorical device used by Paul to compare and to
contrast two different behaviour patterns and two different responses
to the crisis at Antioch: (Peter) to resubmit to 'works of Law' and
4
Cf. Becker, Gal, p.30.
5
Ridderbos, Gal, p.105.
6
Oepke, Gal, p.95; Bruce, Gal, p.144; cf. Rom 5.12-21 and 1 Cor
15.22, 45-47.
7
Emphasized by Ebeling, Truth, p.149: 'The Christ who lives in me is
the crucified Christ'; Cousar, Cross, p.143; Dunn, Gal(ms), p.14.
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so divide the Christian community; (Paul) to reorient one's life v
RI,CTEL according to Christ and so both Jewish and Gentile Christians
can possibly worship and have common table-fellowship together.
In the argument Paul presents himself primarily as an example
for other Jewish Christians, how one's self-understanding as a Jew
(cf. 2.15) can be transformed and reshaped by Christ. Later on, Paul
also submits himself as an example (paradigm) for Gentile Christians
at Galatia (cf. 4.12) that they should resist adopting Jewish 'works
of Law' as some Jewish Christian 'agitators' were trying to persuade
them to do. Thus the 'I' Paul of 2.19-20 can become a paradigm for
both Jewish and Gentile Christians: 'living to God' is living cv
TUCTEL with respect to Christ crucified.
8
At this juncture we have to attempt to resolve the daunting
question of how the two clarifications of 2.18 and 2.19-20 relate to
the false accusation at 2.17c. How are we going to make sense of
Paul's argumentation in 2.18-20 as a whole? According to our
observations on A4) Tepovro, Paul's rejection is directed at the
illogical question, 'Is Christ a servant of sin' (2.17c) and it is
followed up by two clarifications. At 2.18 Paul argues that 'Christ'
is not at all responsible for one's coming to be a transgressor: on
the contrary, it is 'I' (= Peter) who attempts to rebuild the
divisive 'works of law'. Then at 2.19-20 Paul moves on to compare
himself (emphatic 4W) with Peter and to clarify further his 'A
TevoLto by elaborating on the fact that Christ is not at all a
'servant of sin', but is indeed the source of life, with whom 'I'
Paul had been co-crucified (XpLom? trupecTm4wAcci4 2.19b). Thus the
main structure of argument can be seen roughly as below:
False accusation: 'Christ a minister of Sin'
Paul's rejection: 'No' (A) Tevovro)
Clarification 1: Christ is not responsible, but 'I' (= Peter)
is (2.18)
Clarification 2: 'I' vyw Paul in contrast to Peter (2.19a)
[counter-attack] Christ has nothing to do with sin; Christ is
in fact the life-giver, the centre of 'I'
(Paul's life) (2.19-20).
8See Dahl, Studies, p.72; Gaventa, 'Galatians', pp.320-21; Lyons,
Pauline, pp.164-71 on imitation of Paul (cf. Phil 3.4-11).
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According to our observation, the argument of 2.18 is slightly
more defensive in tone, trying to clarify who is responsible. But the
argument of 2.19-20 is more on the offensive: Paul takes the
opportunity to argue one step further and to destroy any possible
false understanding of his theological position. Christ is in no way
responsible for sin or for promoting sin; Christ is indeed the climax
in God's salvation plan, and is also the turning point and centre of
Paul's life. Thus when Paul draws on the idea of 'co-crucifixion with
Christ' (2.19b) as the objective ground for his own subjective
conviction of 'dying to Law' and 'living to God' (2.19a), Christ,
God's decisive act in Christ, forms the key. Christ is no minister of
sin or death; rather in Christ is life!
Secondly, the two statements of 2.18 and 2.19a are also very
nicely paralleled. On the one hand, what some Jewish Christians
judged to be a correct and proper response, i.e. to reestablish
traditional Jewish works of law, has turned out to be disastrous in
Paul's view. On the other hand, what some Jewish Christians thought
to be unbelievable and disrespect to the Law, i.e. died to the Law
through the law in order to live to God, was argued by Paul as the
inevitable consequence of 'co-crucifixion with Christ' (2.19b). In
both cases, Paul has challenged the very basic assumptions of his
fellow Jewish Christians. Paul insists that what they thought is
truth or correct is wrong, precisely because (Jewish) Christian
identity and lifestyle is no longer defined by Torah, but is to be
transformed with respect to Christ, 'the Son of God, who loved me and
gave himself for me' (2.20c).
Finally, the central idea is probably Paul's assertion that the
new 'living to God' is defined as living 'in faith' with respect to
Christ. In contrast to some Jewish Christians who might reason that
negligence of 'works of law' is disloyalty to Torah and to God, Paul
argues that negligence of 'works of Law' is not sin because one has
already died to Law, and Torah has ceased to remain the foundation or
guiding principle of one's life in Christ. In response to the crisis
of disunity and division at Antioch, Paul defines the principle of
Christian living as living kv ntatet with respect to Christ and not
as living bOvLas nor 'IovacarcWs (cf. 2.14b).
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CHAPTER SEVEN
THE CONCLUDING REMUS (GAL 2.21)
7.1. INTRODUCTION
The fact that 2.21a is abruptly introduced, without connective,
indicates that it is not a further argument following on from 2.20.1
Paul may very well consider that the discussion unit 2.17-20 has come
to an end, with the understanding that his rejection, clarifications
and counter attacks on the false objection 'Christ a minister of sin'
are sufficient, at least for the time being. Furthermore, according
to Paul, the question of identity and behaviour pattern for Jewish
Christians, as well as Gentile Christians, is now clarified: they are
to be defined solely by Christ and faith; Torah has now lost its
ultimate defining role in one's 'living to God' (2.19-20; cf. 5.18
'If you are led by the Spirit, you are not subject to the lave). 2
Thus, the initial issue of the Antioch Incident, whether Jewish
Christians should 'live EOPLK3S or 'Iovamiliaas' has been resolved.
Therefore, with 2.21, Paul proceeds to conclude his direct discussion
with Peter and other Jewish Christians on the Antioch crisis by
stating his own conviction in summary form.
According to our preliminary outline, 2.21 is the cluAcnos,
whose function is to conclude the narratio and to round off his
'address' to Peter and other Jewish Christians at Antioch before he
has to move on to address the Galatian Gentile Christians more
directly (cf. 3.1). 3 The conclusio consists of two parts: an 'I'
Contra Matera, Gal, p.103 who takes 2.21 as the third reason for
Paul's rejection at 2.17.
2
Cf. Gordon, 'Problem', p.39: 'Torah no longer deserves our most
central religious allegiance'.
3See §2.4; Lyons, Pauline, pp.173-74; cf. Ebeling, Truth, p.150;
7.1. Introduction (2.21)	 276
Tim 5.12. On this
IP	 I
'aOcrew', 31; C.
declarative statement of Paul ('OK &Ova) Tip) X&FILV TOZ 6C013 / : I do
not nullify the grace of God; 2.21a), 4 and a conditional statement
2	 2/
summarizing his position ('ei. 'yap ault awou OLKOLLOMUM ap XpLorros
Owpacy
Christ
3	 I
anceavey'; for if righteousness [is] through the Law, then
died for nothing; 2.21b). 5 The connective 74 links 2.21b to
2.21a rather than to 2.17d. In the following paragraphs, we shall
look at the two parts in turn.
7.2. PAUL'S DECLARATION (2.21a)
The words of 2.21a are quite unique. The verb ECOCTL ( I I declare
invalid, nullify, set aside') occurs only five times in Paul (2.21a;
1 Cor 1.19; 3.15; 1 Thess 4.8[2x]). 6 The literal meaning of &OCT&
is, as M. Limbeck explains, Ito make something an N:15CTOV - something
invalidated. In other words, something which is OCTISS ("established")
- a law, a covenant, an oath, a promise - is made invalid, declared
invalid, or nullified (=destroyed); a similar result is achieved when
consent to the thing in question is withheld' . 7 The verb is sometimes
used in a legal context, referring to trespass against or abrogation
of formal agreements; 8 at times it seems to have closer relationship
to Jewish thought, especially as it is shaped by the claim of Torah. 9
Thus the verb is a rather strong word, and many scholars recognize
Cole, Gal, p.125.
unnecessary to read the negation 01.4C as
4
Lyons, Pauline, p.111 rightly points out that it
an indication of the
is quite
'I do not...' it wouldrefutation of a charge, as if when Paul says
(cf. Cosgrove, Cross,imply 'as I am being accused of doing...'
Gal, pp.126-27 whichp.142; contra Schlier, Gal, p.104; Betz,
considers 2.21 the refutatio; Fung, Gal, p.125 ).
5A verb is missing in the protasis; cf. 'for if justification were
through the law' (RSV); 'for if justification comes through the law'
(NRSV); 'for if righteousness could be gained through the law' (NIV).
6
Eleven times elsewhere in the NT: Mark 6.26; 7.9; Luke 7.30;
10.16(4x); John 12.48; 1 Tim 5.12; Heb 10.28; Jude 8.
71
A. Limbeck, 40c-r&', EDNT 1:35.
8
E.g. Deut 21.14; Isa 1.2; Gal 3.15; 1 Cor 1.19; 1
Maurer, 40crew', TDNT 8:158-59.
legal overtone, see BAGD, '&0eTL', 1 (21); LSJ,
9
E.g. Luke 7.30; John 12.48; cf. Isa 24.16 [LXX] Tay vopov; Jer
15.15-16, Tan )0:6/is.
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that the meaning here probably reflects its legal technical sense:
'to set at naught a treaty or promise, to deal treacherously with,
break faith with'. 10
But what does Paul mean by 'not nullifying T7117 X44.11 TOO •Ca'?
The phrase '41 x&pt.s to Oca' (subjective genitive) is obviously
Pauline; the notion appears earlier in 1.3; 1.6; 1.15; 2.9, and later
on in 5.4 and 6.18. 11 Specifically Pauline is the use of x4ns to
expound the structure of the salvation event: 'In Paul x&pcs is a
central concept that most clearly expresses his understanding of the
salvation event' 12 And to be more specific, xcepLs often refers to the
Christ-event. 13 Thus Rom 5.15: 'For if the many died through the one
man's trespass, much more surely have the grace of God and the free
gift in the grace of the one man, Jesus Christ, abounded for the
many'; 2 Cor 8.9: 'For you know the generous act [grace] of our Lord
Jesus Christ, that though he was rich, yet for your sakes he became
poor, so that by his poverty you might become rich' (NRSV). 14 For
Paul, this divine grace of God in Christ invites, at the same time,
the believers to enter into positive interaction and relationship
with God in faith (1.6; 1 Cor 1.4-5; 15.10; 2 Cor 6.1; cf. Eph 2.5,
8). 15
There is a second important aspect of Paul's usage: xapLs with
10Sampley, Pauline, p.40; cf. Betz, Gal, p.126: 'the term is rather
strong and has legal overtones'; Kieffer, Foi, p.78; Longenecker,
Gal, p.94 (cf. 1 Macc 11.36; 2 Macc 13.25; Ignatius, Ephesians,
10.3); Lambrecht, 'Transgressor', p.235. Maurer, TDNT 8:159
translates 'to make void or invalidate, not God's grace as such, but
its practical value'.
11The word xapi.s occurs one hundred times in the Pauline letters as
against fifty six times for the rest of the NT. The concept of God's
grace is evidently an important one for Paul. In his letters, the
word x&pLs occupies a special place in the salutation (1.3; cf. Rom
1.1; 1 Cor 1.3) and also in the final greeting (6.18; cf. Rom 16.20
[16.24]; 1 Thess 5.28). On grace, see H. Conzelmann (with W.
Zimmerli), 'xapLs ova', TDNT 9:372-402; and qualifications in J.
Nolland, 'Grace as Power', NovT 38 (1986), pp.26-31.
12Conzelmann, TDNT 9:393; cf. Outline, pp.213-14.
13Betz, Gal, p.41 n46; see also Bultmann, Theology, 1:288-314; Dunn,
Jesus, pp.202-205; K. Berger, 'xecpt.s', EWNT 3:1095-1102; Fitzmyer,
'Pauline Theology', 82:66.
14See also Rom 3.24-25; 5.17, 20; Eph 1.6-7.
15Conzelmann, TDNT 9:394-95; Dunn, Jesus, p.202. Thus sola fide should
correspond to sola gratia (cf. 5.4; Rom 4.14-16).
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reference to his own apostolic office. For example, Rom 1.5, 'through
whom we have received grace and apostleship [xaptv KV2 anomtokily] to
bring about the obedience of faith among all the Gentiles': 16 Rom
15.15-16, 'I have written to you rather boldly by way of reminder,
because of the grace given me by God to be a minister of Christ Jesus
to the Gentiles'. 17 This usage is also found in 2.9: the Jerusalem
Pillars recognized the special mission entrusted to Paul for the
uncircumcised as the grace [TTA, XMpLV] that was given to him (cf.
2.7-8; 1.15). 18 Thus the same word xapt.s, which is always in the
singular, is used by Paul with different emphases.
Our problem is, what does Paul have in mind with r1, xlepta, Ta
l'ea at 2.21a? Exegetes are divided. Some argue that it refers to
God's special gift of Torah to Israel. According to Burton, Paul
reacts to an accusation of his opponents at 2.21a: '[Paul] is making
of no account the special grace of God to Israel in giving them the
„law (cf. Rom 3.31)'. 19 Similarly, Schlier argues that 2.21a is Paul's
reproach (Vorwurf) to his Galatian opponents' accusation that he had
destroyed God's grace, i.e. the Law or its righteousness,
particularly circumcision. 20 Longenecker suggests that 'Probably the
Judaizers were picking up on one of Paul's favorite terms, "grace",
and turning it against him, asserting that his doctrine of grace
apart from law is really a denial of God's grace to the nation
Israel' •21 In our opinion, this line of reading is unsatisfactory
because it has to rely on the view that Paul is reacting to an
accusation here, which we think is quite unlikely.
22
16
The conjunction KW. is probably an example of hendiadys, in which
the apostleship is seen as a gracious gift undeserved by any human
worth (Cranfield, Rom, 1:65-66); the grace embodied and manifested in
apostleship (Kasemann, Rom, p.14; Dunn, Rom, 1:17; Barrett, Rom,
p.22). On hendiadys, see BDF §442(16).
175ee also Rom 12.3; 1 Cor 3.10; Phil 1.7; cf. Eph 3.2, 7-8. Berger,
EWNT 3:1096; Kim, Origin, pp.25-26, see also pp.288-96, an excursus
on Paul and the grace of his apostleship.
18
Cf. Gordon, 'Problem', p.35; Gaventa, 'Galatians', p.316.
19
Burton, Gal, p.140.
20Schlier, Gal, p.104; also Fung, Gal, p.125.
21
Longenecker, Gal, pp.94-95.
22
See also the critique by Mussner, Gal, p.184 n80; van DUlmen,
Theclogie, p.26 n47.
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The majority of scholars on the other hand is of the opinion
that TI)V X4pLV Ta OCOZ refers to God's salvific grace in Christ:
'God's grace is basically the gift of Christ, his person and all that
he did, especially his dying out of love' •23 This reading with
reference to the unique grace of God, in and through the death of
Christ, has the merit of relating xapt.s to the immediate context: the
eschatological death, crucifixion and present indwelling of Christ is
mentioned in 2.19-20; also prominent is the reference to the death of
Christ in 2.21b, which is again considered by Paul as the central
event and decisive act of God in the salvation plan.
24
However, some argue that tv XlepLV Ta OCOill could refer to
Paul's own calling to apostleship among the Gentiles. So Dunn
comments: 'here Paul obviously has in mind "the grace of God"
manifested in his calling and in his successful missionary work
(1.15; 2.9) , . 25 Similarly, Sampley remarks: with 2.21 'Paul
recapitulates the decisive matter in the conference, the grace of God
at work, and declares that he, Paul, does not nullify that grace' 
26
With this reading, 2.21a sounds more like Paul's own confession,
rather than a rebuke or a reproach. Thus Dunn argues that Paul
asserts that he will stand firm with regard to God's special gracious
ministry set apart for him, and warns that 'any retreat back to a
Judaism, or Jewish Christianity, which insisted that Jew and Gentile
should eat separately was to render invalid the whole gospel - as
indeed also Israel's own election (Rom 11.5-6)!'27
As far as Paul's usage of xapLs is concerned, the last two views
are equally possible. While the second view has the advantage of
relating xapLs to the immediate context, the third view has the merit
of reading the phrase with reference to Paul's earlier concern in the
23
Lambrecht, 'Transgressor', p.228; cf. Bultmann, Theology, 1:290;
Betz, Gal, p.126; Meyer, Gal, p.126; Guthrie, Gal, p.91; Byrne, Sons,
p.147; Beker, Paul, p.205; Bruce, Gal, p.146; Cousar, Gal, p.52;
Ebeling, Truth, p.150; Fitzmyer, 'Gal', 47:20; Cole, Gal, p.126.
Mussner, Gal, p.184 and Kieffer, Foi, p.78 put the emphasis on grace
as the order of salvation.
24So Lightfoot, Gal, p.120: "The grace of God" is manifested in
Christ's death'.
25
Dunn, Gal(ms), p.15.
26Sampley, Pauline, p.40.
27
Dunn, Gal (ins), p.15.
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autobiographical section. The question is, is there a possibility
that Paul may have both ideas in mind at this juncture? We suggest
two observations may indeed point to this possibility:
(1) The notion of God's grace being manifested in the gospel of
Christ and in Paul's ministry is closely intertwined in chapters 1
and 2. For example, when Paul warns the Galatians not to desert the
God who called them in the grace of Christ by turning to another
gospel, he has also himself - the preacher of the gospel of Christ -
in mind (cf. 1.6b-9). Similarly, Paul mentioned that after he had
defended the gospel he preached among the Gentiles (2.2), the Pillars
in response recognized his 'mission to the uncircumcised' as well as
his 'gospel of uncircumcision' as the grace given him by God (cf.
2.7-9). Thus for Paul, the divine grace of God in commissioning him
to the apostolic ministry among the Gentiles, and his 'gospel of
uncircumcision' for the Gentiles, and the free grace of God in Christ
which extends to the Gentiles are quite inseparable.
28
(2) The observation of 2.21 as the conclusio suggests also that
one can read T7)11 Xapi.V 'Ea OCOU beyond the immediate bounds of its
context. Thus Paul's declaration 'I do not nullify the grace of God'
seeks to sum up everything defended earlier, including his
understanding of 'the truth of the gospel' that centers solely on
Christ and his specific calling and ministry among the Gentiles
(1.15-16; 2.7-9; note the word xap‘s appears in both occasions).
Therefore, we are of the opinion that the context of argumentation
indicates that Paul has both foci in mind with xmpLs at 2.21a. 29
If this observation is on the right track, then clearly Paul
believes that the inclusive gospel of Christ which extends beyond
Jews to embrace Gentiles as Gentiles and his own specific ministry
among the Gentiles as commissioned by God stand or fall together.
This explains, at least in part, why Paul fought so passionately and
vigorously for 'the truth of the gospel' for the Gentiles, first in
Jerusalem, then at Antioch, and now in the Galatian letter. For Paul,
28
Cf. Dahl, Studies, p.72: 'When Paul summarizes the content of the
gospel, he often adds something about his own call and work' (cf. Rom
1.1-6; 1 Cor 15.3-11; 2 Cor 4.4-6; 5.17-21; Gal 1.6ff; 2.7-9).
29So Kim, Origin, p.294: 'The grace of God may well have a double
reference to God's grace in sending and giving up his Son "for me"
and to his salvation and call of Paul on the Damascus road'.
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'the grace of God' which is manifested in the death of Christ is also
the inclusive grace extending to Gentiles and welcoming Gentiles in
the eschatological age; whoever undermines the equal status of
Gentile believers in the community of God's people or tries to impose
Jewish identity and lifestyle on them is denying God's grace as well
as undercutting his ministry and calling his grace of apostleship to
the Gentiles into question (1.15-16; cf. 1.6-10; 2.1-14).
Thus when the false brothers demanded that Titus be circumcised,
Paul fought back (cf. 2.3-5); and now when the agitators came to
Galatia to persuade Gentile believers to accept circumcision and to
adopt a Jewish lifestyle, Paul pronounces anathema on them (1.8-9;
cf. 5.12). The Antioch Incident was crucial because Paul saw that the
changing behaviour of Peter, followed by other Jewish Christians, had
put Gentile believers under pressure to judaize and to become part of
the Jewish community. And Paul may well have perceived the situation
as a precedent for 'living 'IouScarcas' unless he confronted Peter and
put a stop to it. For Paul was convinced that unless Gentile
believers were accepted as Gentiles and remained as Gentiles within
the mixed Christian community, 'the truth of the gospel' would be
compromised.
Thus with the declaration of 2.21a, Paul (the Jewish Christian)
emerges as the example for the Gentile believers in Galatia. Contrary
to Peter who failed to stand up for 'the truth of the gospel' at
Antioch, Paul, the apostle to the Gentiles, regards the 'grace of
God' highly above all things. In contrast to the Jewish Christian
agitators who actively seek to compel Gentile believers to accept
circumcision and to adopt a Jewish lifestyle, Paul is the true
champion of 'the (inclusive) grace of God' and defender of the equal
rights of Gentile believers.
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7.3. PAUL'S SUMMARY STATEMENT (2.21b)
7.3.1. Some Preliminary Observations:
In order to reinforce his declaration at 2.21a, Paul introduces
the summary statement which identifies the crux of the matter - Torah
or Christ. It is often rightly observed that the opposition between
Christ and Torah in 2.21b is reminiscent of the contrast between
A
RLCTLS XpLaTou and efy 	 gym voav in 2.16. 1 The focus of the argument is
1
slightly different: Paul aims at establishing 111,CTLS XpLata
positively in 2.16, but concentrates on the Law negatively and so
rejects it in 2.21b. Thus 'In 2.21b wiederholt Paulus seine Aussage
von 2.16 in radikalster Formulierung'.
2
As we saw ealier when commenting on 2.16, there Paul evidently
sought to redefine the traditional Jewish Christian understanding of
justification, by both ULTTLS XpLata and 47a vLmou as seen in the
o
a-cc-clause (2.16a), into justification by faith dependent on NUTTLS
XpLaTot alone (2.16cd). According to Paul's reformulation, the
traditional Jewish identity-confirming and boundary-defining markers
(cp7a vogou) will no longer play any part in defining covenantal
membership, whether it is initial acceptance by God or continuing
sustaining by God. At 2.19-20, Paul further developed the singular
importance of Christ-crucified and faith in the self-understanding of
Christian believers. As Paul saw it, the identity and behaviour
pattern of Christians, whether Jews or Gentiles, had only one focus,
which is Christ. Throughout the argumentation, the significance of
Christ is affirmed and elevated, while the Jewish Torah and works of
law are demoted.
'Christ or Torah', so Paul presents the antithesis.
3
 The summary
statement of 2.21b heightens the antithesis even further: ct.
vOmov äucalocLin), gpa XpurrOs Swpacp gn&ktvey . With the inferential
particle apm emphasizing logical result, Paul stresses the inevitable
consequence of the presumption found in one's holding to the view
So Betz, Gal, p.126; Guthrie, Gal, p.91; Keck, Paul, p.81; Gordon,
'Problem', p.37; Fung, Gal, p.125; Longenecker, Gal, p.95; Cosgrove,
Cross, p.143.
2
van DUlmen, Theologie, p.26; cf. Bachmann, Siinder, p.63.
Most scholars recognize the dichotomy, e.g. Meyer, Gal, p.127; Dahl,
Jesus, p.21; Kieffer, Foi, p.78; Cole, Gal, p.126.
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'Oa v62ou Sucomocrinnr: if A, then B. 4 Since the conclusion 'Christ
died in vain' can hardly be true, the supposition of the protasis has
to be called into question. 5 Thus the form of argument in 2.21b is
from Paul's point of view a reductio ad absurdum.
6
But what does Paul mean by the expression 'Sac v6pou
succuocr6vv? Why is it rejected? Why is 1 8a alloy 81.Komon5iny
incompatible with the death of Christ? Is the rather dogmatic
assertion in 2.21b the starting point of Paul's criticism of the
Law,
7
 or is it the conclusion Paul reached?
7.3.2. The Meaning of Sac vOilov SucaLoT6,71:
The phrase && vOgou, as in 2.19a, refers to the Mosaic Law
which is very much coloured by the sense of the typical Jewish 'works
of the Law' (2.16) and by Paul's own experience of it in his previous
lifestyle, zealously defending the boundary of the Jewish people (cf.
1.13-14; see §6.2.2). By 81.& v6pou, Paul has thus in mind the Jewish
Law, the Law which found expression in the principal Jewish identity-
confirming and boundary-defining markers, such as circumcision, food
laws and Sabbath.
As for the meaning of SucaLocr6v7), though some recent
,
commentators are still debating, 8 It is better to understand the verb
4 See BAGD, 'apa, 3 (103); Thrall, Greek Particles, p.36.
w50n the unreal indicative in conditional sentences without ay in the
apodosis, see BDF §360. Similar cases are found in 3.18a; 5.11; Rom
4.2, 14; John 18.23 (see Burton, Gal, p.286; Cranfield, Rom, 1.240).
Lambrecht, 'Transgressor', p.220 explains: 'the form of a condition
of fact is indifferent to the fulfilment or non-fulfilment of what is
stated. What we have is no more than the stringent logical
connection'.
6
Burton, Gal, p.141; Betz, Gal, p.126; Kieffer, Foi, p.78; Borse,
Gal, p.119; Longenecker, Gal, p.95; Bachmann, Siinder, p.63.
7
Sanders, PUP, pp.27, 111; followed by RAisdnen, Paul, p.108. See
§1.2.1. Cf. Hays, Faith, p.197: 'The message of Christ's death
carries with it as a corollary the negation of the Law'.
8For example, Fung argues that the noun atJamoTtwn corresponds to the
verb &imam in 2.16 and has only a forensic sense: 'righteousness is
that status of being in the right with God bestowed in justification,
which is God's act of putting the believing sinner right with him'
(Gal, p.126; cf. Burton, Gal, p.140; Betz, Gal, p.126; Guthrie, Gal,
p.91; Bruce, Gal, p.147). Matera, Gal, p.97 insists that 'whereas the
verb dikaioun describes the activity of acquitting and is usually
forensic in nature, the noun dikaiosyne describes the result of the
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Oucacoty and noun aucaLoo-Zyll (*cot) as a covenantal relational
concept (see §3.3.4). Thus the noun SucaLoT1.IP7) has its focus on the
covenantal relationship between God and his people; it covers the
whole process of salvation, from initial acceptance by God into the
relationship, to continued sustaining within it, and to final
vindication by God. 9 With respect to God, SocaLoTuvil refers to God's
righteousness in his covenant faithfulness; with respect to the
people, it denotes how covenant membership is defined and maintained.
Thus 'to be recognized as "righteous" by God was to be recognized as
belonging to his people, members of that covenant, within the sphere
of his righteousness/saving action (e.g. Pss 5.12; 11.7; 34.15-22;
55.22; Isa 60.21). 10
With respect to Jewish theology, covenantal relationship with
God was obviously determined by the law, especially when it came to
maintaining one's status within the covenant. Thus the expression
s aat pcimou OLKaLoolfartr summarized quite well the belief of Jews at
large: in order to continue staying in the covenant, one had to do
what was laid down by Torah, 'covenantal nomism'.
7.3.3. The Meaning of XpLaT6s awpc(iv CorOavcv:
Thus in the apodosis, Paul makes clear that such Jewish
Christian presumption is just unacceptable by drawing attention again
to the significant death of Christ (cf. 2.19-20). Since Paul is
debating with Jewish Christians, it is a shared understanding that
.11
the death of Christ cannot be 'in vain' or 'to no purpose' (&pcap)
activity for the human person. The believer is made upright by God's
justice through God's justifying activity in Christ'. Longenecker,
Gal, p.95 suggests that the noun picks up the forensic sense of the
verb 'justify' as well as the ethical sense of the discussion in
2.17-20. Ziesler comments that 'although righteousness is more often
than not here taken to mean "justification" and thus to denote entry
into God's people, it is perfectly feasible to let it have its usual
meaning "living as God's people" with reference to the Antioch
Incident (Gal, p.30; cf. Righteousness, p.174; Pauline, p.101).
9
Recall the different tenses in 2.16-17a; future eschatological
justification in 5.5; the issue of completion/continuation of
Christian living referred to in 3.2-5.
10
Dunn, Gal(ms), p.16; cf. 'Justice', p.17.
11
Accusative of awpca used as adverb; BAGD, '6(opeav', 3 (210); 'to no
purpose' (RSV); 'for nothing' (NRSV). It is curious that Gaston,
Paul, pp.67, 72 insists that awpcow be translated 'as a free gift'
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It is 'shared indeed by all the apostolic preachers and writers, that
the cross was no unfortunate accident, but was undertaken with a
specific purpose' and 'Paul certainly presupposes Christ's death as
the central action in the gospel story' 12 But what implications does
one draw from the death of Christ in relation to God's salvation
plan? Two important points are mentioned by Paul in the letter:
(1) the death of Christ is related to the deliverance of
humankind from sin and the inauguration of the endtime, a new stage
in God's salvation plan (1.4; cf. 1.1, resurrection from the dead).
And so the cross can impress on Paul a new perception of reality
(6.14-15).
(2) Another significant point is 3.13-14, where Paul relates the
death of Christ to redemption from the 'curse of the law' and so to
the opening up of the blessing of Abraham to the Gentiles (cf.
3.26-29; 4.4-7). 'For Paul the death of Christ had evidently broken
through the boundary and abolished the law in its boundary defining
role' 13
These two ideas may reinforce one another so that for Paul the
death (and resurrection) of Christ signifies not only an
eschatological, epoch-marking event but also a new perception of
God's covenantal righteousness. 'Whatever redemptive-historical
purposes were served [by Torah] by protecting and distinguishing
Israel from the Gentiles, the time has now come when the ascended
Christ has poured out his Spirit on the Gentiles, winning them to
faith in the God of Abraham' •14 For Paul the time is come with the
death of Christ that God has opened wide the door to accept Gentile
believers as Gentiles into the community of God's people.
and argues that 'righteousness through the law' remains a viable
option for Jews. We admit that Gaston's rendering is possible in
terms of lexicography: Swpcecv can mean 'gratis, for nothing, without
recompense' (Rom 3.24; 2 Cor 11.7; 2 Thess 3.8; Matt 10.8; Rev 21.6;
22.17). But the context of Paul's argument makes it impossible. (1)
Gaston neglects the resemblance of 2.21b to 2.16, the opposition
between Christ and the law; (2) he ignores Paul's strong insistance
on the negative role of the law in 2.19a and the vital significance
of Christ's death in 2.19b. See also Kieffer, Foi, pp.78-79; G.
Schneider, '6wpc&', EDNT 1:364.
121
;2uotes from Guthrie, Gal, p.159 (cf. p.91) and Hays, Faith, p.119.
13
Dunn, Gal(ms), p.17; cf. 'Works', pp.228-30; 'Theology', JPL, p.248.
14
Gordon, 'Problem', pp.38-39; cf. Hansen, Abraham, p.108.
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It is therefore clear in Paul's mind that the traditional Jewish
presumption ‘SocaLotrinm clax v011oW (shared by some Jewish Christians,
cf. 2.16a) cannot be acceptable any longer. Those who still think and
act in terms of 'covenantal nomism' have not yet comprehended the
full significance of Christ's death: they have not realized that the
endtime has arrived, neither do they understand that the traditional
boundary for the community of God's people has been redrawn with
Gentiles included. Therefore, whoever still clings on to
'righteousness through the law' denies the full significance of the
15
cross.	 They do not yet understand the inclusive grace of God
(2.21a).
7.3.4. Paul's Dichotomy: Christ or Torah?
With respect to the crisis at Antioch, the behaviour of Jewish
Christians in withdrawing from mixed table-fellowship could be
justified only if the covenantal relationship with God were in any
way still determined by Torah and works of the law. Some may be
fearful that their neglect of Torah might be a sin against God (cf.
2.17c). However, there is one fundamental problem with this
traditional Jewish understanding of a 'righteousness' that Paul
cannot tolerate: it entails discrimination against Gentile believers
in the body of Christ (cf. 2.15, 'Gentile-sinners'). The presumption
'SucomoTLIn) Sta vbflov', even when it is qualified by faith in/of
Christ (cf. 2.16a), demands Gentile believers to judaize and to
accept circumcision in order to be accepted as full members of the
Christian community. In this respect, the Jewish Christian agitators
are precisely taking this step in persuading the Galatians to accept
circumcision and to adopt a Jewish lifestyle. For Paul, this
chauvinism and cultural imperialism can never be accepted in the
Christian Church.
Thus the Antioch Incident must have forced Paul to define more
sharply the incompatibility of Christ and the Jewish Torah. In order
to safeguard the equal status of Gentile believers in the mixed
15Cf. Dunn, 'Works', JPL, p.230: 'Christ's death was effective...
precisely because it broke through the restrictiveness of the typical
Jewish understanding of God's righteousness'; Wright, Climax, p.242:
'The cross brings to a halt any suggestion of Jewish national
privilege'.
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Christian community, traditional Jewish covenantal nomism must be
discarded. For Paul, the only way for Gentile believers to remain as
Gentiles and for the mixed Christian community to be united as one is
to shift the focus away from Torah and to concentrate on Christ alone
- 
the only foundation and unifying factor for the Church (cf. Eph
2.13-16). One cannot hold on to Christ and Torah at the same time
with equal importance; neither can one supplement the faith of Christ
with covenantal nomism. The stark choice has to be Christ or Torah.
Thus in 2.21b Paul makes it absolutely clear that Torah and
covenantal nomism have no defining role in the Christian Church;
'Christ' alone is the covenant boundary marker.
Though there is an element of truth in Sanders' reading of
exclusivistic Christology in 2.21b, we do not think Paul's critique
of the law arises simply because of his new found medicine
'christology'. Sanders argues that Paul thought 'backwards' (from
solution to plight): since God intended to save the world, Jews and
Gentile alike, by faith in Christ, the law could not have been given
for 'life' or 'righteousness' (referring to 2.21; 3.21). Therefore
'the critique of the law is not experiential but.. .dogmatic. The law
must do something bad, since it was not intended by God to save -
since God saves through Christ'. 16
But as we see it, the context of Paul's argumentation,
especially the crisis at Antioch that calls forth Paul's reflection
on the relationship between Christ and Torah, is motivated by
ecclesiological concerns - how Gentile and Jewish Christians can
worship and live in one community. The confrontation at Antioch
forces Paul to deal with the question whether Jewish Christians
should 'live .ta1flK3S or 'Iovaatas' (cf. 2.14b), and so Paul comes to
the conclusion that Christ must take the dominant role in every
respect. Paul insists that faith of Christ is the only covenant
boundary marker that matters; he argues that Christ is the focus of
one's identity and lifestyle. Thus it may be better to say that Paul
arrived at the exclusivistic Christology as the conclusion to which
the Antioch incident forced him or at least forced him to articulate
in clearer and sharper form.
16Sanders, Paul, pp.99-100; the same logic is applied to humankind
under Sin in Romans 1-2 (PPJ, p.499).
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7.3.5. Concluding Remarks:
In sum, according to Paul, Christ alone is the covenant boundary
marker, the identifying symbol which can unite Christian believers of
whatever ethnic origin, Jews and Gentiles alike. In response to the
crisis of the possible break up of the Christian community at
Antioch, Paul insists that the exclusivistic Jewish Law observances,
especially the Jewish identity-confirming and boundary-defining
markers (cp7m voliou), cannot be maintained in a mixed Christian
community. 'By observing those dimensions of the Torah which
distinguished Israel from the nations, which reminded Israel that she
was to be distinct from the Gentiles, Peter threatened the truth of a
gospel which includes the Gentiles' •17 To suggest that Gentile
believers need to judaize and to live in full obedience to Torah, is
on the one hand to say that Christ and faith in him are insufficient,
and on the other hand, to say that only Jews, and those who are
willing to become proselytes, can be full members of the people of
God. 18 Paul refuses to bow to any of these ideas. Instead, he
concludes: 'If covenant membership were through Torah, then Christ
died in vain'.
Finally, it is quite remarkable how Paul perceived his apostolic
ministry to the Gentiles as being in line with the intention of
Christ's death (note again the double reference of vipts in 2.21a;
§7.2). For as the death of Christ has extended the covenant blessing
to the Gentiles (3.13-14), so Paul's mission was to bring the gospel
of Christ to the Gentiles (1.15-16; 2.7-9). Since the death of Christ
has broken through the traditional boundary of the Law and of
righteousness, Paul saw one of his tasks as defending the Gentile
believers against the imposition of Jewish covenantal nomism (cf.
2.5). 'The truth of the gospel' is nothing less than God's free
grace, as manifested in the death of Christ, extending to the
Gentiles and welcoming Gentiles as Gentiles to participate as full
members in the community of God's people. The Gentile factor thus
plays a crucial role both in Paul's mission and in his theological
thinking.
17
Gordon, 'Problem', p.36.
18
Ziesler, Pauline, p.87.
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CHAPTER EIGHT
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
The primary task we set for ourselves in this project has been
to engage in a detailed exegetical study on Gal 2.15-21, which we
hope will contribute to a better understanding of Paul's theological
thinking. Since the ground-breaking study on Palestinian Judaism by
Sanders, PPJ, it has become clear to many scholars that the new
perspective on Judaism demands a new perspective on Paul also.
However, scholars who are also committed to the new perspective have
come up with diverse interpretations of Paul, which is not at all
surprising. For example, Misdnen argues that Paul's thinking,
especially with regard to Torah, is full of inconsistencies and
contradictions, but Dunn and Wright insist that to attribute
inconsistency to a theologian like Paul can only be a last resort. On
the relationship between Paul and Judaism, Watson insists that Paul
presses the Christian churches to separate from the synagogue and the
Jewish people, but Dunn argues that Paul intended to remain within
Judaism but sought to redefine the boundary (see §1.2).
In view of the continuing debate, our conviction has been that a
sustained detailed study on Gal 2.15-21, where several key Pauline
'theological abbreviations' appear probably for the first time in his
letters, might provide important clues as to his understanding of
them. Since the pericope 2.15-21 is very compact and full of
exegetical questions, some relating to key words and phrases like
ppm	 NITTLS Xpurca, cicmapTwAoi,acgptta, SucaLav/Sucatoolfwn,
ev/Tuv Xpco-rw, others on the flow of argumentation and the inter-
.
relationship between individual phrases and sentences, our discussion
above has proceeded rather slowly as a result. Coming to the end of
the study, we would like to highlight some of the exegetical findings
and to look at the argumentation of 2.15-21 as a whole.
(1) Understanding of 2.15-21 must take into consideration both
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the immediate preceding context of the Antioch Incident (2.11-14) and
the wider context of the crisis in the Galatian churches. Contrary to
Betz's identification of 2.15-21 as the propositio which is not
related directly to the Antioch episode according to the forensic
genre, we argued that Paul's argumentation in 2.15-21 is undoubtedly
related to the Antioch Incident (see §2.1.2). The discussion in
2.15-21 is in the first instance Paul's theological response to the
concerns and questions of Jewish Christians who had been caught up in
the Antioch Incident. The Igigas of 2.15-16 refers to Paul, Peter and
other Jewish Christians who have come to believe in Messiah Jesus;
the context of 'we were found sinners' (2.17b) refers to the
experience of Jewish Christians over the crisis of mixed table-
fellowship at Antioch (see §4.5).
(2) Since 2.15-21 is related to 2.11-14, we have also explored
the nature of the crisis over mixed table-fellowship at Antioch and
identified the main theological concerns as seen by Paul (see §2.2).
With Dunn, we observed that the disagreement between Paul and Peter
and other Jewish Christians was over the degree of food laws
observance, which then raised fundamental questions over how one's
lifestyle and behaviour patterns should be regulated in a mixed
Christian community. The initial conflict over Jewish food laws, one
of the vital Jewish covenantal markers, was not just about how one is
initially accepted by God (the issue of 'getting in'), but about what
kind of lifestyle or behaviour pattern is deemed acceptable before
God (the issue of 'staying in').1
(3) According to Paul, the issue of 'staying in' raises a
fundamental question concerning all Jewish Christians: Is 'covenantal
nomism' (with cp7a vogou as a catch-phrase for the Jewish covenantal
identity-confirming and boundary-defining markers, such as
circumcision, food laws and Sabbath observances; §3.3.2) still
binding? Since the crisis at Antioch occurred in a community context,
whatever decisions were taken by Jewish Christians would have direct
implications and consequences for Gentile believers. If Jewish
Christians should continue to define proper behaviour patterns in
So Dunn; Barclay; Ziesler; contra Betz, Kiimmel, Suhl, Fitzmyer,
Fung, Bachmann, who insist that initial justification by faith, the
question of 'getting in' is the main question.
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terms of 'covenantal nomism', the so-called normal rules of the
covenant people, they would either separate from the Gentile
believers thus creating two communities which were not in full
communion with one another (cf. 2.12b-13) or persuade the Gentile
Christians to judaize (live 'Iovadias) and to join the Jewish people
in order to maintain unity in the Christian community (cf. 2.14b; see
§2.2.3).
The Jewish Christian opponents in the Galatian churches had
taken the second option in demanding Gentile believers to accept
circumcision and to adopt Jewish identity and lifestyle (see §2.3.3).
But Paul refused to accept the consequence of sacrificing the unity
of the Christian Church; neither could he nor would he compromise on
the equal status of Gentile believers in the community of God's
people. Paul therefore argues for a third alternative: In 2.15-16 he
insisted that the 'covenantal nomism' which discriminated against
Gentile believers (cf. 'Gentile-sinners' 2.15) had to be rejected and
replaced by RICTLS Xptc-cot as the sole foundation of one's covenantal
relationship with God (see Chapter 3); in 2.19-20 Paul went on to
argue that 'living to God' can no longer be defined by Torah (cf.
2.19a; already 'died to Law'), but is to be understood as 'living v
111.0-CCC with respect to the Son of God 'who loved me and gave himself
for me' and transformed by Christ-crucified (see Chapter 6). In
Paul's view, the self-understanding and behaviour patterns for
(Jewish) believers in a mixed Christian community are to be informed
by Christ and faith. Living 'IovacatcWs is therefore unnecessary and
inappropriate for Christian believers, Jews and Gentiles alike.
(4) On the flow of argument and the inter-relationship of
various sentences, in particularly 2.17-20, we find the use of
7L'ouro as a rhetorical device by Paul helpful in clarifying the
function of various parts (see §4.3. on the general pattern and
observations on 2.17 as a rhetorical question). The dialogical unit
can be analysed in four parts: an assertion where 'justification by
faith' is redefined (2.15-16); a question based on a false inference
from the previous assertion (2.17abc; 2.17ab is a realis); a strong
•	 I
negation gn vevovro (2.17d); followed by two clarifications, 2.18
being the first and 2.19-20 the second. The discussion is concluded
by an 'I' declarative statement of Paul (2.21a) and a summary
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statement on Christ and Torah (2.21b). 2
Since the objection 0) /4povro applies principally to the false
conclusion, it indicates that while Paul may make a concession on 'we
were found &iimprwAot.' (2.17b) for not observing the Jewish food laws
scrupulously as in the common table-fellowship with Gentile believers
at Antioch, he rejected the conclusion that 'Christ is then a
L
minister of al/cep/LW (2.17c). According to Paul's argumentation in
2.15-16, the covenant boundary is redefined as consisting only of
ULCTLS XpLo-rou as the covenant marker (2.16cd); covenantal nomism is
therefore not to be defined in terms of the Jewish cpym yowl). With
this (vital) redefinition of covenant boundary and covenantal nomism,
Paul's conception of sin is also different from that of the Jewish
Christians (cf. 2.16a; see §3.5.[5]). Therefore in tackling the
'disagreement' at 2.17, Paul objects that 'being found twmprwAol' for
not observing the Jewish food laws (one of the Efave v6gov)
scrupulously amounts to sin, mgagam in the radical sense, before God
(see §4.6.3). For Paul, the traditional Jewish conception of sin,
defined in terms of 'works of the law', is no longer applicable to or
suitable for a mixed Christian community. In the argumentation,
therefore the sense of 'sin' is quite different in Itgap-rwAoZ and
mgainta; in fact there is a shift of meaning from a sectarian
Torah-oriented sense to the usual radical sense. If non-observance or
negligence of cpym vomou does not matter anymore, there is in fact no
compelling reason for Peter and other Jewish Christians to withdraw
from mixed table-fellowship with Gentile Christians at Antioch, nor
is there any theological ground for the opponents to demand Gentile
Christians in Galatia to accept circumcision and to adopt Jewish
lifestyle and behaviour patterns.
(5) In 2.18 and 2.19-20 Paul goes on to provide clarifications
for his	 TCVOLTO at 2.17d. At 2.18 Paul argues that 'Christ' is not
at all responsible for one's coming to be a transgressor of Torah
(supply objective genitive vlwou after napagkrw): on the contrary,
2
We have not been able to discuss the relationship between
'justification by faith' and 'participation in Christ' in Paul's
thought because there is insufficient data in our passage. But as far
as the argumentation in 2.15-21 is concerned, Paul does not seem to
indicate any incompatibility between the two concepts (cf. Beker,
Paul, pp.275, 286).
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it is 'I' (acting as Peter had) who attempts to rebuild the 'works of
law' (see Chapter 5). Then at 2.19-20 Paul moves on to compare
himself (emphatic 41) with Peter and to clarify further why Christ
is not at all a 'minister of sin' (2.17c), but is indeed the source
of life, with whom 'I' Paul had been co-crucified (2.19b) and is
continuing to impinge, transform and mould his life in faith (2.20).
In brief, Paul defines 'living to God' (2.19a; with behaviour pattern
as the main concern) as a life cv nurret. and Christ-crucified (see
Chapter 6). Thus Paul's talk of 'living to God' (2.19a) and 'living
CV TUCTEC (2.20b) responds again to the crucial question of whether
one should 'live EOVLKWS or 'Iouftia4s' (cf. 2.14b). In Paul's view
it is quite wrong for Peter and other Jewish Christians to compel
Gentile believers to 'live 'Iovódbals'. 3 According to Paul's
argumentation, the appropriate behaviour patterns for 'living to God'
is no longer determined by questions of 'living kepucas' or 'living
'Icluamilas' but is to be seen in the light of Christ and faith (see
§6.5; cf. §2.3.5). 4
(6) Since Paul's discussion in 2.15-21 concerns mainly Jewish
Christians, while the letter is basically directed at Gentile
Christians who were in the (dangerous) process of being persuaded by
Jewish Christian opponents to adopt a Jewish identity and lifestyle,
the argumentation in 2.15-21 could serve two purposes at least. (a)
The original 'address' to Peter and dialogue with Jewish Christians
could undermine the argument of the Jewish Christian opponents in
Galatia; (b) the argument for an alternative lifestyle for Jewish
Christians would have direct implications for Gentiles Christians
(see §2.1.3). Since the opponents were engaged in a circumcision
campaign (see §2.3.4. on the historical reconstruction) and were
trying to impose Jewish identity and behaviour patterns on Gentile
believers, Paul by referring to the Antioch episode would have
challenged even the imposition of food law observances on Gentile
believers. In effect, Paul questioned the validity of 'living
3
But it is equally wrong for Watson and Hamerton-Kelly to suggest
that Paul therefore wanted the Jewish Christians to 'live tiqnscas'
and to break with Judaism totally. See §4.7.
4
We thus disagree with Klein and Kieffer, among others, in their
suggestion that the idea of a 'third race' could be a solution to the
multi-racial Christian Church. See §3.3.5. on avOpwiros in 2.16a.
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'IouSaias' as the pattern for Jewish believers. And if even Jewish
believers should refocus their identity and lifestyle on WITTLS and
Christ-crucified instead of Torah and works of law, then there is
indeed very little ground for anyone to persuade others to accept
circumcision and to adopt a whole and wholly Jewish lifestyle. Thus
the argumentation in 2.15-21 could serve the two 'audiences' at the
same time: the Jewish Christians at Antioch (with the opponents in
Galatia in mind) and the Gentile Christians in Galatia.
(7) It is important to notice that Paul sought to redefine the
relationship between gp7a vOmov (Jewish identity-confirming and
boundary-defining markers) and NICTIA XpLATTO; (faith of Christ;
§3.3.3) in 2.15-16. According to the traditional Jewish Christian
understanding of faith as seen in 2.16a (cf. Cla6TCS [6]
covenantal membership could well be defined by both 47a vOmou and
ULTTLS Xpurra, with cav 1.4 in the exceptive sense qualifying the
whole preceding phrase (see §3.3). According to this both-and
understanding, non-observance or negligence of 47a v6pov would be
condemned as unacceptable and sinful before God. But Paul, while
still standing within the Jewish covenantal framework and the
'common' understanding of faith as in 2.15-16a, seeks to sharpen the
antithetical relationship between 47a v011ou and HLTTLS XpLatot in
2.16c OucaLwOolmcv EK IrLrrews XpLcrta Kai. (AK EC ginwv vOgou) so that
the exclusive Jewish boundary markers are excluded from having any
role in the mixed Christian community. Then in the concluding
remarks, Paul makes it abundantly clear that the Jewish presumption
'Sac vdpou auccuomLiny is to be rejected in the light of God's
inclusive grace signalled in the eschatological, epoch-marking death
of Christ (2.21b; see §7.3). In effect, Paul posed a sharp dichotomy
between Christ and Torah, RLTTLS Xpurrou and cp7a vomov. The socially
exclusive boundary markers ( 'pm p6pou) have to be rejected, and
Torah observance has to be redefined in order to safeguard the equal
status of Gentile believers in the Christian Church.
As we have seen in the Antioch Incident (2.11-14), the behaviour
of Peter, Barnabas and other Jewish Christians in withdrawing from
table-fellowship with Gentile Christians threatened to call into
question the equal status of Gentile believers in the mixed Christian
community. Paul perceived the situation as Gentile believers being
under pressure to judaize and to become part of the Jewish community,
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or risk being regarded as 'second class citizens' in the Christian
Church. But Paul is absolutely convinced that Gentile believers are
to be accepted as Gentiles and to remain as non-Jews; any compromise
on adopting or accepting the traditional Jewish covenant markers,
such as circumcision, dietary laws or Sabbath observances, is going
to undercut his ministry, and above all his self-understanding as the
apostle to the Gentiles (1.15-16; cf. 2.7-9; Rom 1.5; 15.15-16). In
order to safeguard the equal status of Gentile believers in the
community of God's people, Paul fought passionately for 'the truth of
the gospel' for the Gentiles, first in Jerusalem (2.5), then at
Antioch (2.14a), and now in the Galatian letter. In Paul's mind, the
grace of God which is manifested in the eschatological death of
Christ is also the inclusive grace extending to Gentiles and
welcoming Gentiles as Gentiles; whoever undermines the equal status
of Gentile believers in the Christian Church or tries to impose a
Jewish identity and lifestyle on them is denying God's inclusive
grace as well as undercutting his apostolic ministry to the Gentiles
(see §7.2). For Paul, 'the truth of the gospel' is nothing less than
God's free grace welcoming Gentiles as Gentiles to participate as
full members in the community of God's people. The Gentile factor
indeed plays a crucial role both in Paul's mission and in his
theological thinking.
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